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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this combined quantitative experimental and ex post facto survey study was to
explore the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leadership and
how those relationships are associated with followers’ self-reported follower variables,
specifically, general self-efficacy (GSE), work engagement (WE), and job satisfaction (JS) with
and without any effects of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) in-group/out group status,
organizational culture (OC), workgroup cohesion (WGC), and follower sex. Together, the three
domains of the toxic triangle (leaders, susceptible followers, and environment) are believed to
covary to support toxic leadership. Variables from all domains were assessed to explore how
they support toxic and servant leadership. The overarching framework was Conservation of
Resources (COR) Theory, which predicts that servant leadership and a positive environment
provide followers with resources, and toxic leadership and a negative environment deplete
resources. COR Theory predicts OC and WGC (environmental variables) could vary with the
effects of either leadership type, which should be reflected in followers’ self-reports of WE and
JS. Participants with exposures to toxic and nontoxic leaders were randomly assigned to rate
their most recent toxic or nontoxic leader. Those exposed to only one type rated their most recent
leader. Existing scales were used to measure toxic and servant leadership, WE, JS, LMX, OC,
WGC, and GSE. COR Theory’s predictions were generally supported. GSE was found to
moderate the effects of toxic/servant leadership on JS, and OC and GSE also interacted
positively. In the presence of the covariates, WGC was not a significant explanatory variable.
Keywords: Servant leadership, Christian leadership, Toxic Leadership Scale,
followership, conservation of resources (COR) theory
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CHAPTER ONE: RESEARCH CONCERN
Introduction
Many researchers have investigated what has been called bad leadership (Erickson et al.,
2007; Kellerman, 2004, 2005; Schyns & Schilling, 2013), destructive leadership (Einarsen et al.,
2007; Erickson et al., 2007, 2015, Padilla et al., 2007; Pelletier, 2010), harmful leadership
(Burns, 2017), petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994), “brutal boss behavior” (Hornstein, 1996, p. XIV),
abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000), and, among others, toxic leadership (Lipman-Blumen, 2005;
Pelletier, 2010; Reed, 2015; Schmidt, 2008, 2014; Whicker, 1996), all of which are terms used to
describe (negative) leadership that is contrary to good, constructive, or healthy (positive)
leadership. Still, negative forms of leadership are not nearly as well represented in the literature
as are positive forms.
Recognizing negative forms of leadership is important for prevention and mitigation
because such forms have been found to have a variety of negative effects on organizations and
people (C. P. Brown, 2019; Erickson et al., 2007; Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen; Reed,
2015; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Steele, 2011; Tepper, 2000). Because the effects of negative
leadership can be so pervasive and impact so many within an organization, it is imperative to
better understand its dimensions so leaders and followers can recognize its signs before the
toxicity builds and destroys the organization from the inside out.
The remainder of this chapter contains an introduction to the background of the problem
beginning with toxic leadership theory and the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007) believed to
support toxic leadership. Quantitative approaches to measuring toxic leadership are reviewed
briefly before providing an introduction to the theological and thematic literature relevant to the
study. Next, the overarching theoretical framework, Conservation of Resources (COR) theory is
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introduced (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001, 2018). Then, a statement of the problem is provided, followed
by the purpose of the research, the main research questions, assumptions and delimitations, and
definitions of key terms. Finally, the significance of the study will be discussed, followed by a
summary of the research design.
Background to the Problem
Toxic Leadership Theory
Whicker (1996) was perhaps the first to use the adjective “toxic” to describe the negative
characteristics of leaders she classified as “maladjusted, malcontent, and often malevolent, even
malicious” (p. 11). Other authors and researchers reference the “dark side of leadership”
generally, using dark as an all-encompassing term (McIntosh & Rima, 1997/2007) for which
toxic leadership is one of several forms (Milosevic et al., 2020; Padilla et al., 2007). All forms of
dark leadership, including toxic leadership, typically have been described by identifying their
theoretical dimensions or the behavioral characteristics of such leaders.
Despite “toxic” being one of several related terms to describe leaders who possess or
employ negative leadership characteristics, and despite toxic leadership being a relatively young
and “emerging theory,” it has “robust scientific support for its premises” (R. M. Bell, 2019, p.
58). As a young theory, there is still some disagreement about its dimensions and boundaries.
Early descriptions of toxic leaders and toxic leadership were based on qualitative assessments
(Whicker, 1996; Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen, 2005). More recently, others have taken a
quantitative approach to better discern its dimensions (Argobast, 2018; R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020;
Liță, 2018; Schmidt, 2008, 2014; Singh, 2019). Both approaches have led researchers to similar
conclusions about the negative effects of toxic leadership.
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Regardless of the term used, there tends to be much overlap in the typologies of
unhealthy, negative leadership, but the common theme is that it, like a toxin, causes some level
of harm to followers, their organizations, or both. For example, Pelletier (2010) argued, “To
distinguish bad from toxic leaders, one must consider the leaders’ effects on the followers. If the
follower is physically or psychologically harmed by the leader’s actions, and that impairment is
long lasting, the leader can be considered toxic” (p. 377). Padilla et al. (2007), who differentiated
between destructive leadership as a process and the effects thereof, concluded “the effects of
destructive leadership are outcomes that compromise the quality of life for constituents and
detract from the organization's main purposes” (p. 179). Argobast (2018) argued regardless of
the name, all “corrosive leader styles… generally coalesce around the same phenomena—a
leader’s systematic employment of abusive and harmful antisubordinate behaviors” (p. 1).
The Toxic Triangle
Padilla et al., (2007) argued that destructive leadership does not happen in a vacuum.
Rather, Padilla et al. argued the toxic triangle—the leader, follower, and environmental factors—
is what makes toxic leadership possible. Although Padilla et al. tended to describe negative
leadership as destructive rather than toxic, Lunsford and Padilla (2015) tended to use the terms
interchangeably, as they will be here. Still, Lunsford and Padilla tended to view leadership as a
continuum with anchors on each end that could be described as negative and positive, destructive
and constructive, toxic and nontoxic, etc. In fact, they claimed “toxic leadership episodes may be
seen as special cases of the more ‘normal’ leadership episodes where group outcomes are largely
positive and constructive” (p. 66). They are “episodes,” according to Lunsford and Padilla,
because leaders tend to be neither good nor bad all the time, and as the quote suggests, good
leadership tends to exceed the often more limited toxic leadership. In other words, they asserted

26

that toxic leadership does not necessarily end with the complete destruction of people or
organizations.
Nonetheless, Lunsford and Padilla (2015) agreed that toxic leadership has certain
characteristics or elements. Padilla et al. (2007), noted the same characteristics but called them
“features of destructive leadership” (p. 189). Whether the elements of toxic leadership are traits,
characteristics, features, or otherwise, the object of those elements is destructive leadership—not
leaders themselves—highlighting Padilla et al.’s process orientation to leadership. According to
Lunsford and Padilla and Padilla et al., destructive and constructive leadership can be viewed as
opposites, in a sense. For example, destructive leadership is typified by dominance, force,
intimidation, coercion, and manipulation; and constructive leadership is typified by influence,
persuasion, and commitment. Destructive leadership is typified by selfishness; constructive
leadership, by altruism.
The most insightful aspect of Padilla et al.’s (2007) and Lunsford’s and Padilla’s (2015)
work may be the emphasis they placed on followers and environments:
Regardless of the definitions [of leadership]—and although this is changing somewhat—
the emphasis continues to be placed on leader traits and behaviors while followers and
contextual environments are largely disregarded. It is our view that particularly for toxic
leadership situations and episodes, the importance of the role of followers and of the
environments where leaders and followers interact cannot be overstated. Certainly, a
flawed and destructive leader can have negative impacts on followers and on
organizational results. But no matter how clever or devious the leader, he or she needs
help to accomplish the destruction and this help comes from susceptible followers and
from conducive environments that facilitate a leader’s aims. (Lunsford & Padilla, 2015,
p. 66)
Again, it is the combination of leaders, followers, and the environments in which leaders and
followers are found—and the interplay among those three domains—that creates the toxic
triangle. (See Figure 1.) Each of the domains consists of elements related to toxic leadership. For
example, toxic leaders tend to be narcissistic; susceptible followers may have unmet needs the
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leader can use to his or her advantage; and the organization’s environment may include elements
of instability and cultural values that are more conducive to toxic than nontoxic leadership.
A similar nontoxic triangle would seem to underly or be related to constructive
(nontoxic) leadership except the elements of each domain would be reversed. For example,
within the environment domain, rather than instability, stability would be predicted. Thus, the
three domains for either a toxic or nontoxic triangle could be theorized generally as leaders,
followers, and environments (i.e., without the descriptive terms destructive, susceptible and
conducive)—and each domain would either reflect toxic or nontoxic elements (supporting toxic
or nontoxic leadership, respectively). The point, of course, is that all three domains interact and
provide the necessary elements to support either positive or negative leadership. Such a model is
consistent with Padilla et al.’s (2007) and Lunsford’s and Padilla’s (2015) features of toxic
leadership and how those features are opposite of constructive/nontoxic leadership (e.g., coercion
versus persuasion in toxic and nontoxic leadership, respectively). The toxic triangle suggests
followership and environmental variables should be considered when assessing any model of
leadership.
Toxic Leadership and The Toxic Triangle
Toxic leadership theory (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Schmidt, 2008,
2014; Singh, 2019; Whicker, 1996), as an inclusive form of several negative or destructive forms
of leadership, can be viewed as sitting at the top of Padilla et al.’s (2007) toxic triangle, as in
Figure 1, which uses the term “destructive” rather than “toxic.” Support for toxic leadership, in
some sense, comes from both followers and the organizational environment. In fact, bad
leadership can never occur without followers (Kellerman, 2004). Therefore, the toxic triangle, as
one framework for understanding the interactions among followers and leaders, is important not
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simply as a model of understanding how toxic leadership might flourish in certain contexts, but
also because the leader and environment domains influence the follower domain regardless of
the levels of toxicity rooted in any or all domains.
Figure 1 Padilla et al.’s (2007) Toxic Triangle
Padilla et al.’s (2017) Toxic Triangle

Destructive
Leaders

Domain Elements
Interact → Produce
Leadership

Susceptible
Followers

Conducive
Environments

Note. Adapted from Padilla, A., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2007). The toxic triangle: Destructive leaders,
susceptible followers, and conducive environments. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(3), 176–194. Copyright ©
2007 by Elsevier.

Quantitative Approaches to Identifying Toxic Leadership
Schmidt’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Schmidt (2008) appears to have been the first to create a simple survey instrument to
assess toxic leadership. He developed his 30-item scale, the Toxic Leadership Scale (TLS), using
samples of U.S. military members followed by snowball sampling of students and up to two of
their family members. Schmidt concluded the toxic leadership construct consists of five
dimensions: self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian
leadership. Schmidt (2014) later validated a 15-item version of the scale, that is, three items for
each of the five subscales, and he empirically demonstrated toxic leadership’s negative effects on
job satisfaction, productivity, and organizational trust and commitment. In the first study,
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Schmidt asked participants to rate either their “most destructive” (p. 113) or current supervisor.
He received 110 surveys that requested ratings for each respondent’s current supervisor and 108
that requested ratings of each respondent’s most destructive supervisor; however, he had no way
of knowing how many perceived toxic and non-toxic leaders were being rated in either group. If
a respondent had no experience with a toxic leader but was asked to rate his or her most
destructive leader, then the respondent would have been rating his or her “most destructive”
nontoxic leader, and certainly there would have been at least some toxic leaders in the current
supervisor group.
In his second study, Schmidt (2014) only asked respondents to rate their most recent
supervisor. Thus, he did not know which respondents were rating which type of leader because
current supervisors would presumably include both perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders. Those
same drawbacks regarding a lack of ground truth appear in other studies using the TLS. Still, the
TLS, in its full or short forms, has been used effectively in nonexperimental studies with various
populations to determine perceived toxic leadership’s relationships with and among different
variables (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Dobbs, 2014; Fiztgibbons, 2017; Johnson, 2018; Matos et al.,
2018; Ortega, 2019; Paltu, 2020; Scroggins, 2019).
Argobast’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Based on his review of the literature, including Schmidt’s (2008) contribution, Argobast
(2018) reconsidered the dimensionality of toxic leadership and concluded the behaviors of toxic
leaders seemed to align with three: the need for achievement recognition (an abnormally high
need for explicit recognition of one’s achievements from others), a lack of empathy, and egoistic
dominance (calculating, power-hungry leaders who will do most anything to achieve their
personal agendas). However, Argobast’s three-dimension model of toxic leadership overlaps
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with Schmidt’s five-dimension model. For example, Argobast noted that need for achievement is
common to toxic and successful nontoxic leaders alike, but he differentiated between the two by
noting that toxic leaders “are primarily driven by self-interest, tending to care most about
“looking good” among various sources and earning higher status or prestige” (p. 26), which is
what Schmidt (2008, 2014) referred to as self-promotion. Although Argobast’s study provides
corroborating evidence of the toxic leadership construct, there are no known independent
replications using his instrument, and it is not clear its use offers any benefits over that of
Schmidt’s. Additionally, Argobast did not know ground truth of raters’ perceptions.
Singh’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Singh (2019) also developed a quantitative model of toxic leadership. She conducted her
study using a small sample (150) of IT professionals in India. The IT industry is known as one
with a predominately high-stakes culture, and such cultures support toxic leadership (Matos,
2017, Matos et al., 2018), so Singh presumed a high level of toxic leadership. Singh too
concluded that toxic leadership could be explained by a five-dimension model very similar to
Schmidt’s (2008, 2014): unethical and self-promoting, derisive supervision, narcissism, erratic
behavior, and managerial incompetency. The primary difference between Singh’s and Schmidt’s
models is the incompetency dimension; the other dimensions tend to overlap significantly. As
may be expected, Singh found leader-member exchange mediated the relationship between toxic
leadership and counterproductive work behaviors and followers’ intentions to leave their
organizations. Despite the overlap of the dimensions across TLS versions, Singh’s managerial
incompetence dimension stood out as unique and worthy of consideration. There are no known
independent replications of Singh’s toxic leadership assessment instrument, however.
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Summary of the Three Quantitative Approaches to Identifying Toxic Leadership
Of the three toxic leadership scales discussed, Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) is the only one
known to have been used by other, independent researchers. Still, there is much overlap among
the different scales. One clear drawback of all scales is that there is no normative data for ratings
of perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders. Researchers typically either asked participants to rate
only a perceived toxic leader (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020) or their most recent leaders (Argobast,
2018; Schmidt, 2013; Singh, 2019) and therefore it was either not possible to compare groups or
it was not possible to determine ground truth of respondents’ perceptions. Argobast (2018) used
statistical measures to estimate group membership, but there is no way to know if they were
correct.
Theological Literature
Boers (2015) emphasized that leaders were typically viewed with suspicion in the Bible.
According to Boers, being identified as a leader in those days was not necessarily a good thing,
and it certainly would not have conjured up images of great people whom others aspired to
emulate. Boers recommended studying negative leadership as opposed to only positive
leadership because understanding what is not good leadership is as valuable as discovering what
is. Additionally, he noted that the Bible does not provide a clear description of what leadership
is. Therefore, he argued finding the biblical theology of leadership was impossible, and he
instead offered a biblical theology of leadership. Boers suggested that whatever form of
leadership is biblical, it must make service a priority. Others have agreed (S. Bell, 2014; Gangel,
2008). That is, biblical leadership is servant leadership because Christians are first and foremost
followers, and they follow their Leader in service to others.
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Boers noted that Matthew 23 contains Jesus’s most extensive text on the topic of
leadership; although, the leadership discussed in Matthew 23 was clearly negative. R. M. Bell
(2019) used toxic leadership theory, as derived from Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) work, as a
framework for understanding the leadership Jesus rejected in Matthew 23. Bell reasoned that the
leadership of which Jesus approved should emerge from an examination of the toxic leadership
he rejected. From his analysis, Bell developed a model of healthy/nontoxic leadership consisting
of the antitheses of the qualities and characteristics of toxic leadership. In other words, Bell
found that the rejected leadership of Matthew 23 was consistent with toxic leadership, and
therefore its opposite dimensions (respectful oversight, volitional leadership, altruism, stable
consistency, follower advocate, and sincere integrity) form the basis of nontoxic, biblical
leadership. It is difficult to argue that such dimensions do not align well with the servant
leadership suggested by S. Bell (2015).
Following R. M. Bell (2019), Cushman (2020) investigated the woes of Matthew 23 to
determine the outcomes of toxic leadership. In brief, he found that toxic leadership tended to
produce more toxic leadership. He suggested, however, that the toxic leadership models of
Schmidt (2008, 2014) and Bell may be improved by adding a dimension implied in the analysis
of the woes of Matthew 23: leadership incompetence. His theoretical findings from a theological
study of Matthew are consistent with the empirical findings of Singh (2019), which suggest that
quantitative measures of perceptions of toxic leadership may be enhanced if they include
measures of leadership incompetence. Moreover, the theological literature suggests, implicitly, if
not directly, that servant leadership is the biblical alternative to destructive forms of leadership
(S. Bell, 2014; Gangel, 2008).

33

Thematic Literature
Servant Leadership Theory
Servant leadership theory (Greenleaf, 1996, 2002, 1977/2002) has a rich literature base
that has become more refined over the years. In a Delphi study, Focht and Ponton (2015)
identified 12 primary characteristics of servant leadership. Winston and Fields (2015) developed
and validated a 10-item scale, and Liden et al. (2015) validated a seven-item short form of the
original SL-28 (Liden et al., 2008). Thus, as broad as servant leadership is, its essential factors
are now better known, and they tend to align with the theoretical model of Christian leadership
that emerged from analyses conducted by R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020). Moreover,
servant leadership has been suggested by many scholars to be biblically supported, at least
generally (S. Bell, 2014; Boers, 2015; Gangel, 2008).
Even though servant leadership is differentiated from transformational leadership—with
the former having its focus on followers; the latter, on the organization (Stone et al., 2004)—both
are viewed as positive and highly ethical forms of leadership (Northouse, 2016), and they
certainly are inconsistent with toxic leadership. Schmidt (2008) and Scroggins (2019)
investigated toxic and transformational leadership and found a moderate negative correlation,
which suggests the TLS could discriminate between perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders, the
latter of which includes servant leaders. Thus, servant leadership appears to be a good model to
use to assess discriminant validity with the TLS as it appears to be, at least generally, the
complement of toxic leadership.
Followership Theory
“Followership theory is the study of the nature and impact of followers and following in
the leadership process” (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014, p. 96). It is not possible to fully understand
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leadership without an understanding of followership (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) because, logically,
without followers, there is no leader (Kellerman, 2004). R. E. Kelley (1988) argued that good
organizational structures must be in place that encourage good followership just Padilla et al.
(2007) noted that bad organizational structures are typically in place that encourage or support
destructive leadership.
R. E. Kelley (1992) later expanded on his views and suggested followership could be
considered to consist of two primary dimensions: active engagement (AE) and independent
critical thinking (ICT). Both terms are rather self-explanatory: AE is a measure of how engaged a
follower is in the organization particularly as regards the follower’s relationship with his or her
leader. ICT is a measure of a follower’s inclination to think for himself or herself and offer those
thoughts for the good of the organization. Kelley developed and published the Followership
Styles Questionnaire (FSQ) to measure the AE and ICT dimensions and argued an understanding
of followers is necessary to understand the leadership process since the followers do most of the
work in any organization. Given that organizational culture (e.g., a supportive culture) is
believed to impact follower work engagement and leadership styles—two of the domains in the
toxic triangle—there is reason to believe organizational culture could also moderate negative
effects of toxic leaders on their followers. R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) examined the effects of toxic
leadership on AE and ICT, but results were mixed, and some, unexpected.
Potential Moderators of and Important Covariates with Toxic Leadership
LMX. Based on the work of Lian et al. (2012), in which LMX, as measured by the
LMX-7, interacted with abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000), R. M. Bell (2017, 2020)
hypothesized LMX would interact with the dimensions of toxic leadership when certain
followership styles were regressed on the variables. He found some support in his latter study but
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not in his prior study, which may be attributable to the different populations studied or the
attenuation of correlations that can—but may not necessarily—result when samples are restricted
to certain subpopulations (Thompson, 2006) such as toxic leaders. Still, from a theoretical
perspective, LMX is expected to negatively correlate with toxic leadership and therefore would
likely covary with toxic leadership, among others, and outcome variables.
Sex. Chua and Murray (2015) and Singh (2019) found women perceived toxic leaders
differently than men, and Chua and Murray also found an interaction with leader-follower pairs
of the same sex. R. M. Bell (2017) found followers’ sex, in the presence of other variables,
predicted followers’ active engagement but not independent critical thinking. Contradictory
findings regarding the influence of sex appear in the servant leadership literature as well, and
some suggest gender differences, rather than sex, may be responsible for the mixed findings (Xu
et al., 2020).
Organizational Culture and Workgroup Cohesion. Organizations have their own
cultures (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Cultures form part of the environmental domain of the toxic
triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). Not only does culture give an organization, or a unit within an
organization, its identity, “the development of organizational culture contributes to the…
personal development of individuals” (Adıgüzel & Küçükoğlu, 2019, p. 189). Thus,
organizational culture is a potential means of resource development (Halbesleben et al., 2014).
Schmidt (2014) assessed the relationship between toxic leadership dimensions and
workgroup cohesion and observed moderate to strong correlations. Workgroup cohesion is
expected to relate to toxic leadership similarly to organizational culture in the sense that cohesion
is expected to maintain or increase certain resources (Pomerance & Merlini, 2018) as discussed
below. Workgroup cohesion differs from organizational culture in that cohesion is more
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localized among workgroups, teammates, or similar clusters of workers who are generally
dependent on one another from day to day—and who may have their own subculture—and
organizational culture refers to the culture of the organization as a whole but reaches to the
individuals therein (Adıgüzel & Küçükoğlu, 2019).
Framework: Conservation of Resources Theory
The overarching theoretical framework for the present research is conservation of
resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001, 2018). Halbesleben et al. (2014) provided a good
overview:
COR theory is based on the tenet that individuals are motivated to protect their current
resources (conservation) and acquire new resources (acquisition). Resources are loosely
defined as objects, states, conditions, and other things that people value (Hobfoll, 1988).
The value of resources varies among individuals and is tied to their personal experiences
and situations….
From the basic tenet of conservation and acquisition emerge several principles of
the theory. The first is the primacy of resource loss—the idea that it is psychologically
more harmful for individuals to lose resources than it is helpful for them to gain the
resources that they lost…. This principle has several important implications. It suggests
that losses at work will have more impact than similarly valued gains (e.g., a loss of pay
will be more harmful than the same gain in pay would have been helpful). It also suggests
that employment-related resource gains will take on greater meaning in the context of
resource losses (e.g., getting a job after being unemployed for a long period…). (p. 2).
Because resources are valuable, and because they must be used to gain more resources, people
must protect themselves from losses. Those with greater resources have an advantage in that they
have more to risk to seek additional gains, but those with fewer resources must be more
protective of those resources and therefore conserve what they have by avoiding risks that might
lead to more losses (Halbesleben et al., 2014).
COR theory is a theory of motivation, and it is one of the most cited theories in
organizational psychology and behavior. Whenever losses of resources perceived to be valuable
occur, are threatened to occur, or when such resources are not gained after serious attempts are
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made, according to COR theory, stress occurs (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Common job-related
resources include information, knowledge, participation in decision-making, fairness, support
from coworkers, team cohesion, trust in leaders (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014).
Exchange of resources from leader to follower and follower to leader occurs in the work
environment to allow members of an organization to complete their mission. LMX theory
predicts that leader-follower relationships with high exchanges lead to greater resource gains,
which should lead to greater work engagement (Hobfoll et al., 2018). In other words, LMX is
viewed as a source of resources (Halbesleben, 2006), and it should be controlled to assess how
other variables might influence one another. Additionally, the stress experienced by one person
in a work unit can affect the levels of stress others in the same unit or social environment
experience. That is, such stress can create crossover effects (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Thus, toxic
leadership—which is expected to negatively correlate with LMX—can be viewed as a potential
source of resource depletion for followers.
Schmidt (2014), who used COR theory as the framework for his study of toxic
leadership, noted that the theory is often used to explain positive leadership effects, but little
study has been conducted on the associations between negative leadership and expected resource
losses. He noted that “it is critical to understand how negative leadership affects subordinate
resources” (p. 13) to fill in this important research gap. His results supported the predictions of
COR theory, that is, that toxic leadership is negatively associated with certain job outcomes.
COR theory would also predict environmental resources such as a positive organizational culture
and a cohesive workgroup might counteract effects of negative leadership.
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Statement of the Problem
Until recently, most research on toxic leadership has been based on qualitative studies
resulting in taxonomies of toxic behaviors or characteristics (Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen,
2004; Whicker, 1996). Those qualitative taxonomies are helpful because they are rich with
information from case studies of toxic leaders living at various times. The level of detail in
Kellerman’s (2004) work, for example, cannot compare to the more general associations of the
handful of variables found in Schmidt’s (2008) equally important work. As helpful as qualitative
taxonomies are for providing broad exposure to the phenomena of toxic leadership, in the field,
organizational leaders tend to desire a quick and reliable means of determining whether their
organizations might be infected with a perceived toxin. Therefore, assessment instruments have
been developed to both test theory-based predictions and, one day, potentially be useful in
practice.
In 2008, Schmidt developed the TLS to assess follower perceptions of toxic leadership,
which he subsequently validated on an independent sample (Schmidt, 2014). The first study used
the full version of the TLS (30 items), and the second used a short form (15 items). Both have
been used by others in various studies with different populations (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Dobbs,
2014, 2019; Fitzgibbons, 2017; Johnson, 2018; Matos et al., 2018; Paltu, 2020; Scroggins, 2019).
Reliability will be discussed in Chapter Three, but, in brief, score reliabilities have been good.
A significant gap in the literature still exists, however: To date, there have been no
known studies of the TLS in which participants explicitly stated whether they perceived their
leaders as toxic or nontoxic. Despite the recognized harms of toxic leadership (Kellerman, 2004;
Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Padilla et al., 2007; Erickson et al., 2007; Pelletier, 2010), no direct
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comparisons of relationships on follower variables have been conducted under circumstances in
which the followers also indicated their perceptions of their leaders as either toxic or nontoxic.
Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) full and short TLS are often cited in the literature, but others
have created alternative instruments specifically assessing the toxic leadership construct
(Argobast, 2018; Pelletier, 2010; Singh, 2019). Of those, Singh’s (2019) TLS, which is based
largely on the work of Schmidt, clearly contains at least one additional dimension: managerial
incompetence. Interestingly, in a case study of the religious leaders in Matthew 23, Cushman
(2020) suggested Schmidt’s current five-dimension toxic leadership construct may be improved
with the addition of an incompetence dimension. To date, no one has assessed whether the
incompetence dimension improves the TLS’s reliability or diagnostic power.
Finally, although Schmidt (2008) assessed the relationships among toxic leadership,
LMX, transformational leadership, and select employee outcomes, his goal was to develop the
TLS—not necessarily to consider each of the domains that form the toxic triangle. Moreover, he
was not able to discern which of his participants were rating perceived toxic versus nontoxic
leaders. R. M. Bell’s (2017, 2020) research was a step closer in that he specifically looked at
followership variables by using on R. E. Kelley’s (1992) Followership Styles Questionnaire,
which is based on Kelley’s theory of followership. Bell’s findings were mixed, however, because
the bivariate correlations between followership dimensions (ICT and AE) and the five
dimensions of toxic leadership were not consistent across studies. It is possible that accounting
for the impact of variables in the environmental domain of the triangle would explain the mixed
results.
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this combined, quantitative, experimental and ex post facto survey study
was to explore the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leadership
and how those relationships are associated with followers’ self-reported levels of work
engagement and job satisfaction in the presence of LMX in-group/out group status,
organizational culture, workgroup cohesion, (follower) sex, and followers’ levels of general selfefficacy.
Research Questions
The study was guided by the following research questions. The several hypotheses
derived from each question will be presented in Chapter Three.
RQ1. What classification model best categorizes followers’ perceptions of leader type
(i.e., toxic or nontoxic) using followers’ ratings on the TLS, a model with Singh’s managerial
incompetence dimension or one without it?

Current research suggests Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five-dimension model of toxic
leadership may be enhanced with the addition of an incompetence dimension (Cushman, 2020;
Singh, 2019). That is, RQ1 addressed the issue of which model is best in terms of classifying
leaders that followers perceive as toxic or nontoxic. If the TLS and SL-7 are valid measures of
perceptions of toxic leadership and servant leadership, respectively, then a classification model
using each of the instruments should be possible. Adding ratings from the incompetence
dimension will either enhance the five-dimension model or it will not.
RQ2. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leaders as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and the SL-7?
The rationale for RQ2 is straightforward. If toxic and servant leadership are two different
constructs, then, at a minimum, ratings for each leader type should be negatively correlated. That
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is, raters of perceived toxic leaders should provide ratings that are high on the TLS and low on
the SL-7 and the opposite should be true for raters of perceived positive/nontoxic leaders.
RQ3. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ4. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the SL-7, and followers’ self-ratings of engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ3 and RQ4 are different in that RQ3 references the TLS and RQ4 references the SL-7.
Each research question addresses the relationships among the variables in each of the three
domains of the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). They also address relationships among
variables in the literature known or suspected to covary with the independent variables (e.g.,
sex). These questions allowed for comparisons with what is currently known as well as providing
insight into the relationships among the variables from each of the domains of the toxic triangle.
RQ5. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of leadership as
measured by a composite TLS and SL-7 score and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for followers’ self-ratings of self-efficacy, sex, LMX,
OC, and group cohesion?
RQ5 addresses participants’ self-ratings on work engagement and job satisfaction, which
were expected to negatively correlate with toxic leadership and positively correlate with nontoxic
leadership. However, the difference from above is that the TLS and SL-7 scores are combined to

form a composite score to allow comparisons with the single scores.
Assumptions and Delimitations
Research Assumptions
For the purposes of this study, the Liden et al.’s (2015) Servant Leader Short Form
(SL-7) instrument was assumed to adequately capture the dimensions of servant leadership, and
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it therefore could be used to establish divergent validity of Schmidt’s (2014) TLS. The LMX-7
was assumed to adequately measure the leader-follower relationship as defined by LMX theory.
That is, despite being short versions of larger scales, it was assumed that any loss of information,
as compared to longer measures of any of the scales used, would not significantly impact
potential findings.
Experimental surveys often utilize vignettes that are randomly assigned to participants
(Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010). An obvious drawback of vignette-based designs is that the
researcher must try to ensure the scenario in each vignette provides sufficient information to
prompt accurate responses from participants. Rather than creating vignettes (e.g., by describing a
toxic and servant leaders) and randomly assigning them to participants for ratings, participants
were asked to rate either a former or current negative or positive leader based on their memories
of those leaders. Thus, it was assumed that actual memories of such leaders would result in
participants providing ratings that were more consistent with reality than would vignettes
attempting to simulate reality. Finally, it was assumed that the individual members of the survey
panel from which data was obtained reasonably represented members in the population with
similar demographic characteristics.
Delimitations of the Research Design
This study was intended to have high internal validity. A primary goal was to be able to
generalize findings to the English-speaking and reading, U.S. and U.K. adult working
populations. However, because such populations are theoretical (Edgington & Onghena, 2007) or
conceptual (Agresti & Finlay, 1997), a true, random sample of the populations was not possible.
Instead, a nonprobability survey panel sample was used with the intention of nonstatistical
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generalization to the intended populations. Therefore, generalizability is delimited by how well
the panel reflects the population.
Additionally, despite using, in part, an experimental design, the study was crosssectional. That is, participants were not followed over time, and therefore determining causation,
beyond the effects of random assignment to a certain perceived leader type, was not possible.
Any analyses that might typically imply causation were based on theory as the design does not
allow the direct testing of such causative relationships, again, beyond saying that thinking of a
negative versus a positive leader when providing ratings caused the observed differences in
scores.
Typical participant personality traits (e.g., the “Big Five” dimensions) were not measured
or assessed in the study. Although probably quite informative, they were not considered here.
The final survey instrument took several minutes to complete without such additional measures,
and a longer instrument would almost certainly have reduced the number of participants willing
to complete the survey. Therefore, follower personality characteristics were delimited to general
self-efficacy.
Definition of Terms
1. Abusive supervision: Abusive supervision “involves leaders’ hostile verbal and
nonverbal behaviors to their subordinates. Examples of such behaviors include public
demonstrations of anger, personal ridicule, and destructive feedback. This does not
include physical abuse” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 88).
2. Active Engagement (AE): AE is one of R. E. Kelley’s (1992) “underlying behavioral
dimensions” (p. 143) of followership. It is, the “propensity to take initiative, participate
actively and be self-starters, especially in the relationship with the leader” (Ghislieri et
al., 2015, p. 26) as opposed to passive involvement (R. E. Kelley, 1992).
3. Authoritarian Leadership: Authoritarian leadership “involves leader behaviors that
restrict subordinate autonomy and initiative. Authoritarian leaders demand total
compliance with their own agendas and operating procedures” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 88).
4. Cohesion: Here, a shorthand term for Workgroup Cohesion (see below).
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5. Engagement: A shorthand term for Work Engagement (see below).
6. Independent Critical Thinking (ICT): ICT is the second of R. E. Kelley’s (1992)
followership behavioral dimensions and involves followers “offering constructive
criticism and showing the ability to think for oneself, with creativity and innovation”
(Ghislieri et al., 2015, p. 26) as opposed to uncritical thinking and dependence on the
leader (R. E. Kelley, 1992).
7. Followership Styles Questionnaire (FSQ): The 20-item instrument developed by R. E.
Kelley (1992) designed to measure followers’ levels of active engagement (AE) and
independent critical thinking (ICT).
8. General Self-efficacy: General self-efficacy “refers to global confidence in one’s coping
ability across a wide range of demanding or novel situations” (Scholz et al., 2002, p.
243). It is distinguished from context specific self-efficacy.
9. Global Servant Leadership Scale, Short Form (SL-7): The seven-item instrument
developed by Liden et al. (2015) designed to measure servant leadership as defined
below.
10. Ground Truth: The true state of reality regarding some trait, feature, characteristic, etc.
Specifically, here ground truth refers to the true state of the participant’s perception of the
leader rated. Although respondents may perceive their leaders as toxic or otherwise, their
subjective perceptions may not correspond with objective reality, presuming such an
objective reality exists.
11. Job Satisfaction: “Job satisfaction refers to an attitude that reflects a positive or negative
affective judgment of [the rater’s] current job” (Albowicz, 2018b).
12. Leader-member Exchange (LMX): LMX relates to one’s in-group or out-group status,
with higher statuses leading to higher quality leader-member exchanges (Graen & UhlBien, 1995).
13. LMX-7: The seven-item instrument developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) designed to
measure the quality of leader-member exchanges.
14. Managerial Incompetence: Managerial incompetence is a subdimension in Singh’s
(2019) Toxic Leadership Scale that measures followers’ perceptions of their leaders’
“managerial ineptitude and unprofessionalism” (p. 76).
15. Narcissism: Narcissism “involves having a grandiose self-image, an inability to
empathize with others, and contempt for the abilities and efforts of others” (Schmidt,
2008, p. 88).
16. Organizational Culture: Organizational culture (OC) refers to the relatively constant
values, norms, behavior patterns, practices, rules, and beliefs within an organization “that
typically define the way an organization does business… [and] supports individual
communication, collaboration, goals, passions, and development” (Adıgüzel &
Küçükoğlu, 2019, p. 188).
17. Organizational Culture Scale (OCS). The OCS is the seven-item scale developed by
Adıgüzel and Küçükoğlu (2019) to measure perceptions of an organization’s culture.
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18. Self-efficacy: Self-efficacy is “the belief that an individual can execute the actions
necessary to achieve a valued goal” (Gallagher, 2012, p. 314). Here, however, unless the
context indicates a specific type of self-efficacy, self-efficacy is a shorthand term
referring to General Self-efficacy (see above).
19. Self-Promotion: Self-promotion “involves behaviors that promote leaders’ own interests,
especially to higher level superiors, and that decrease threats from rivals and/or talented
subordinates” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 88).
20. Servant Leadership: For the purposes of this study, the model of servant leadership
identified by Liden et al. (2008), which includes the following seven dimensions:
emotional healing; creating value for the community; conceptual skills; empowering;
helping subordinates grow and succeed; putting subordinates first; and behaving
ethically.
21. Toxic Leader/Toxic Leadership: “Toxic leaders are ‘narcissistic, self-promoters who
engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision” (Schmidt,
2008, p. 57), and toxic leadership is the multi-dimensional construct used to describe the
leadership process in which toxic leaders engage (i.e., narcissism, self-promotion,
unpredictability, abusive supervision, and authoritarian supervision). It also can include
leadership/management incompetence (Singh, 2019). For the purposes of this study, a
toxic leader is a leader, as perceived by the follower, who regularly exhibited any of the
characteristics associated with the five dimensions of toxic leadership as defined by
Schmidt.
22. Toxic Leadership Scale (TLS). The instrument developed by Schmidt (2008, 2014) to
identify respondents’ perceptions of leaders. It has two forms, the full, 30-item version,
and a short, 15-item version. It can also refer to a similar scale developed by Singh
(2019). Generically, it refers to any instrument/scale used to measure followers’
perceptions of toxic leadership.
23. Unpredictability: Unpredictability “involves enacting a wide range of behaviors that
reflect dramatic shifts in mood states” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 88).
24. Work Engagement: (Work) engagement refers to a persistent, positive, and fulfilling state
of mind characterized by mental resilience, dedication, and immersion in the work role”
(Albowicz, 2018a, p. 2)
25. Workgroup Cohesion: Workgroup cohesion is “a dynamic process that is reflected in the
tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental
objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (Carron et al., 1998, p.
213, as cited in Carron & Brawley, 2000, p. 94).
Significance of the Study
This study provides a clearer understanding of the relationship between toxic and servant
leadership and how the two leadership approaches are related to followers and followership. A
better understanding of the distributions of scores on the TLS and SL-7 Short Form, and more
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important, the differences therein, could lead to a better ability to identify negative leadership
before it becomes severe—and recognition is an essential first step (Erickson et al., 2015). As
noted already, toxic leadership is a relatively young theory with considerable support. This study
adds to the refinement and further validation of the TLS (Schmidt, 2014) for which R. M. Bell
(2020) called.
This study also provides information on the completeness of the dimensions of the toxic
leadership construct as proposed by Schmidt (2008, 2014). Although statistical models, by
design, seek parsimony with as few variables as possible, a properly specified model contains all
necessary variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020). Contemporary research suggests leadership
incompetence may be an important dimension to consider (Singh, 2019). Additionally, COR
theory predicts that a competent leader, unlike an incompetent leader, can provide valuable
resources to followers, which suggests that a model that includes incompetence is a more
realistic model. The present research provides information about which model may be best for
classifying cases as perceived toxic or servant leaders.
Finally, the present study is the first to include variables from all three domains
represented in the toxic triangle, that is, leader, follower, and environment (Padilla et al., 2007),
while also including a measure of servant leadership—the model often suggested as aligned with
the biblical model of leadership (S. Bell, 2014; Boers, 2015). Doing so may help explain the
mixed results of followership measures observed in R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) while potentially
providing evidence of discriminant validity of the TLS and SL-7. Moreover, in their metaanalysis of servant leadership, Hoch et al. (2016) concluded that the research on servant
leadership has been inconsistent concerning its relationships with common outcomes; however,
they did find evidence of a positive relationships between servant leadership, job satisfaction,
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and work engagement. This study builds upon what they said was the “somewhat sparse” (p.
514) research on servant leadership given that toxic and servant leadership are predicted to have
different effects on such attitudinal outcome variables.
Summary of the Design
Research Samples and Sampling Techniques
Samples of U.S. and U.K. adults were obtained through a web-based panel provided by
Prolific Academic. Sample participants were selected by quota sampling from the available
panelists in the panel database so that the final samples consisted of an approximately equal
number of males and females. Sample size was determined largely based on the knowledge of
the need to conduct confirmatory factor analyses of the scales.
Methodological Design
The study consisted of two different methods; it was a combined experimental and ex
post facto design (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019). It was experimental in that the design included at
least one manipulated variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007)—leader type—for which
participants were randomly assigned, creating an experimental survey (Grady, 2020).
Participants who had experience serving under both toxic and nontoxic leaders were randomly
assigned to think of either their most recent toxic or nontoxic leader under whom they served as
they responded to the survey items. Those who had served under only one leader type rated their
current or most recent leaders. The survey consisted of the several scales discussed above,
leadership incompetence items from Singh’s (2020) TLS, and other items discussed in Chapter 3.
Experimental research is typically designed to address cause-effect relationships;
however, in this case, the reasons for doing so were more practical. Random assignment to a
condition (i.e., to a particular leader type) was expected, on average, to ensure any unknown
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covariates were equally distributed among groups (Edgington & Onghena, 2007). In this case,
the resulting two groups should, from a probabilistic perspective, be equivalent on all variables
each participant rated except leader type (i.e., the manipulated variable). From a cause-effect
perspective, the most that can be said is that thinking about a particular leader type caused the
resulting ratings and any differences therein. The ex post facto aspect functioned as a control, of
sorts, in that those participants provided scores on their current or most recent leaders without
being biased by a history of exposure to different leader types; however, observational sample
sizes were small and should be interpreted cautiously. Elhai et al. (2009) used a similar approach
to investigate PTSD ratings of trauma- versus non-trauma-exposed participants, that is, those
with and without histories of certain exposures.
The research design was partially experimental, but most analyses were correlational.
Correlation and regression analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses associated with the
research questions and to provide at least some evidence of convergent and divergent validity of
Schmidt’s (2104) TLS. Binary logistic regression was conducted to determine what linear
functions best classify toxic and nontoxic leaders. Whereas classification algorithms tend to
overfit the data on which they are trained, that is, they tend to provide too optimistic
classification accuracy estimates (Hair et al., 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020), the function
derived from the logistic regression on the experimental portion of the U.S. sample was validated
on the remaining U.S.A. cases (i.e., the observational cases) and the U.K. sample cases (i.e., the
experimental and observational cases). The same was done with the final relational models
developed through multiple linear regression. Job satisfaction and work engagement were the
dependent variables regressed, separately, on the independent variables in the relational models.
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The variables in those models represented different elements in the toxic triangle, with toxic and
servant leadership measures serving as the main variables under investigation.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
This chapter expands upon the introductory information of the prior chapter and reviews
the literature related to unhealthy leadership, and in particular, the focus of the study, toxic
leadership, along with servant leadership, followership, LMX theory and organizational culture.
It begins with a discussion of the theological framework of the study, and it is argued that servant
leadership is the best representation of a biblically supported model of positive/nontoxic
leadership. Next, the theoretical frameworks are discussed. The overarching theoretical
framework is Conservation of Resources (COR) theory, a well-known and developed theory in
the literature (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Toxic leadership theory
(Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Schmidt, 2008, 2014) is a secondary theoretical framework, and the
underlying research leading to its development is reviewed and explored before discussing the
related research on leadership and potential interacting variables.
Servant leadership and its strengths and weaknesses along with a validated method of
measurement of the construct is reviewed prior to discussing followership, LMX theory, and
organizational culture. Finally, the rationale for the study and the research gap is presented and
discussed.
Theological Framework for the Study
Leadership and followership are not possible independently (Chaleff, 1995; Kellerman,
2004; R. E. Kelley, 1992), but for convenience’s sake they are often studied as if they were
separable. Here it will be argued that from a scientific perspective it is necessary to study leaders
and followers separately, but from a theological standpoint, the standards as to how each should
live are no different as evidenced by the discourse in Matthew 23, among others. Additionally, it
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will be argued that Matthew 23 provides the framework for an understanding of both toxic and
healthy leadership as modeled by R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020) based on their analyses
of the Matthew text. Moreover, it will be shown that the model of healthy leadership that
emerges from the study of the toxic leadership Jesus rejected in Matthew 23 corresponds well
with servant leadership as it is generally understood in the secular and theological literatures.
A Biblical Theology of Positive/Good Leadership
In one of the most thorough books on the topic of biblical leadership, Servants &
Friends: A Biblical Theology of Leadership, doctoral-level scholars and practitioners expounded
on the Scriptures to reveal what they have to say about leadership. In 21 chapters, they covered
the Old and New Testaments looking at language (word studies), patterns, exemplars (such as
Jesus, Paul, and Barnabus), etc., to draw out leadership principles. Editor Skip Bell attempted to
synthesize and synopsize those 21 chapters in the book’s final chapter, which he gave an apt
descriptive name: “Leadership Theology: A Biblical Abstract” (p. 379). He argued that defining
and understanding leadership begins with an understanding of the nature of God, the leader of all
leaders. From that, S. Bell (2014) developed an applied theology, both aspects of which are
relevant to the present study.
S. Bell’s (2014) abstract of a biblical theology of leadership, summarized in Table 1, is
instructive for several reasons. First, Bell based his conclusions on the works of others who,
together, provided insights into biblical leadership from many different views. That is, although
not exhaustive, their collective work provides a holistic and balanced view of biblical principles
underlying leadership. Second, Bell’s synthesis highlights the relational aspect of leadership:
Leadership requires followership. Third, because leadership is relational, it takes place in
community. Fourth, leadership, as a process, is—or should be—fluid. Typically, everybody leads
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and follows—volitionally—at different times depending on the context and purpose of the group.
Fifth, leadership is about service—humble, courageous, and sacrificial service to others for a
common purpose, that is, a better future. A summary of Bell’s theology of leadership and its
implications appears in Table 1.
Table 1 Summary of S. Bell’s (2014) Biblical Theology of Leadership
Summary of S. Bell’s (2014) Biblical Theology of Leadership
God…
Is a God of
community

A biblical theology of
leadership…
Emphasizes community

Is relational

Is relational

Is Sovereign

Requires humility before
God
Is one of servanthood

Serves

Practical implications for leadership
It is a community process; it is every member’s
opportunity; leaders, as members, participate in the
process; roles are fluid; leaders emerge from within
It is a relational process; both followers and leaders “do”
leadership; intentions are to pursue a shared purpose
while maintaining relationships; it is characterized by
commitment and service; members freely associate; all
practice influence
It acknowledges God’s sovereignty; it demands humility

Servant leadership is the appropriate model; it does not
require formal titles; it is based on trust, collaboration,
and the ethical use of power; it prioritizes others’
needs
Is a sharing God
Requires all use their GodIt implies a shared vision; it allows members to rise
given gifts to serve
above self-interests
Takes initiative
Requires initiating,
It connects with and motivates towards a better future; it
and is creative
creating, and acting in a
acts creatively and courageously according to
relational community
giftedness
Communicates
Suggests collaborative
Because leadership is a community and relational
communication
process, open and honest communication is essential
Is Spirit
Requires ongoing spiritual
Leadership development begins with spiritual
formation
transformation to a life of servanthood
Is Visionary
Is characterized by vision
It implies a shared vision; it seeks unity among diversity
Offers himself
Demands a sacrificial life
It is sacrificial; it is about change, and change requires
risk-taking
Note. Adapted from “A Biblical Theology of Leadership,” by S. Bell, in S. Bell (Ed.), Servants & Friends: A
Biblical Theology of Leadership (pp. 377–393), 2017, Andrews University Press.
https://digitalcommons.andrews.edu/christian-ministry-pubs/40 Copyright Andrews University Press.
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Negative/Bad Leadership in Theological Writings
Biblical Leaders Viewed Suspiciously
S. Bell’s (2014) work is certainly beneficial and enlightening, but it is also worth noting
that despite all that can be gleaned from a study of good leadership, the scriptures have little
good to say about leaders themselves despite the occasional celebration of some kings (Boers,
2015). Boers (2015) asserted that in biblical times most leaders were viewed with suspicion, and
therefore leaders were not often among those whom others aspired to emulate. In fact, he pointed
out that it is only in recent history—and particularly in North American and Anglo-Saxon
cultures—that people have tended to view leaders positively. He cautioned against romanticizing
leadership and suggested the study of negative leadership has been overlooked:
In fact, leadership research is itself overly focused on positive examples and pays small
attention to studying poor leadership.
Positive leader terminology is scant in the scriptures. Few office holders are
regarded favorably. Official rulers usually look out for interests contrary to God’s
purposes; their characters are deficient. Good rulers are exceptions.
Christian leadership programs aiming to be biblical must focus more on avoiding
leadership deformations, pitfalls, dangers, and temptations than on glorifying positive
possibilities of leadership. (p. 77)
Boers raised a good point: Much can be learned about leadership by studying negative
leadership, which is an assertion with which others clearly agree (Lipman-Blumen, 2005;
Kellerman, 2004; Whicker, 1996).
Original Sin and the Sin Nature: The Dark Side
McIntosh and Rima (1997/2007) studied and wrote about failures of biblical as well as
contemporary Christian leaders. They called the part of humans that causes leaders to fail—often
so miserably—the dark side. Although they gave it more of a psychological slant, referencing the
problem as a personality defect of sorts, theologians would likely call the dark side the sin nature
or original sin, that is, the “term referring to the universal defect in human nature caused by the
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fall, entailing the loss of original righteousness and the distortion of the image of God (imago
Dei)” (Hay, 2016, “Original Sin”). McIntosh and Rima noted the seeming irony of the dark side,
however: “It is not… exclusively a negative force in our lives. In almost every case the factors
that eventually undermine us are shadows of the ones that contribute to our success” (p. 28).
McIntosh and Rima (1997/2007) attributed the dark side to three raw materials: 1) pride,
2) selfishness, and 3) self-deception and wrong motives. They credited pride with being the most
insidious element because first, unchecked, it is so dangerous, and second, it is almost invisible
to those suffering from its effects. Selfishness, they said, is a close second because it is only
interested in pleasing one’s own desires even at the expense of others. Finally, self-deception and
wrong motives are problematic because people have the uncanny ability to rationalize and justify
the goals that pride and selfishness seek. Together, they said those raw materials work to form at
least five common types of leaders: compulsive, narcissistic, paranoid, codependent, and
passive-aggressive. The terms are defined in Table 2, and a biblical exemplar of each is
provided.
The dark side of leadership is clearly completely at odds with the biblical model
summarized by S. Bell (2014). The traits McIntosh and Rima (1997/2007) described (see Table
2) are much more aligned with the negative leadership about which Boers (2015) warned when
he said the Bible tends to view leaders rather suspiciously. Boers later pointed out that “a
Christian’s first priority is followership; another is service” (pp. 127–128), and he added that
“Christian service goes in two directions at once: both serving God and serving neighbors,
worship and work” (p. 130). His point seems to parallel a couple of those summarized by Bell in
his abstract (see Table 1), that is, that positive leadership, characterized by, among others,
humility and service, occurs in community. It is in community (with God and man) where
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leaders (and followers) are held accountable so the dark side’s raw materials might be held in
check (McIntosh & Rima, 1997/2007). Thus, McIntosh and Rima provided evidence that
studying negative leadership, as Boers advocated, is a wise practice.
Table 2 McIntosh’s & Rima’s Common Typologies of the Dark Side of Leadership
McIntosh’s & Rima’s Common Typologies of the Dark Side of Leadership
Common Types
Compulsive

Traits
Biblical Example
Need to maintain absolute order (controlling); perfection seeker;
Moses
judgmental; rigid and systematized; tendency to be status
conscious (need approval from superiors); need reassurance;
workaholics; lack spontaneity; possible explosive outbursts
Narcissistic
Driven to succeed; need for acclaim; overestimate their
Solomon
importance and abilities while underestimating others’; need
attention and admiration; self-promoting; overly ambitious;
grandiose visions; self-absorbed; haunted by feelings of
inferiority; jealous of others’ success; reject criticism
Paranoid
Suspicious; untrusting; avoid intimacy; hostile; fearful; jealous;
Saul
demand loyalty; prohibit criticism (oversensitive to even
perceived criticism)
Codependent
Peacemakers; cover up problems to avoid them; benevolent;
Sampson
possibly highly tolerant of inappropriate behavior; find it hard to
say “no” (overcommits); self-destructive; afraid of hurting others’
feelings; unable to fully and honestly express problems; withholds
thoughts or opinions until hears others’; self-deprecating
PassiveResist demands; procrastinate; fear failure and succuss (and its
Jonah
Aggressive
accompanying greater demands); avoid goal setting; intentionally
inefficient; underperforms; prone to short outbursts of emotions
(manipulative); pattern of erratic emotional behavior; impulsive;
forgetful (sometimes intentionally); unenthusiastic; stubborn;
constantly complain; pessimistic; impatient; irritable; easily bored
Note: Adapted from “Overcoming the Dark Side of Leadership: How to Become and Effective Leader by
Confronting Potential Failures” by Gary L. McIntosh and Samuel Rima. Copyright 1997/2007 by Gary L.
McIntosh and Samuel Rima.

Toxic Leadership as a Framework for Negative Leadership in Matthew 23
Boers (2015) pointed out that “Matthew 23 is Jesus’s longest, sustained teaching on
leadership; most of it is negative invective” (p. 117). R. M. Bell (2019) analyzed a portion of
Matthew 23 in a novel approach to developing a theory of Christian leadership: He reasoned that
if one could identify the type or style of leadership Jesus rejected, then the opposite type or style
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must be what Jesus accepted. To identify the leadership styles Jesus rejected, Bell considered a
portion of the teaching presented in Matthew 23, verses one through seven:
1 Then Jesus spoke to the crowds and to His disciples, 2 saying: “The scribes and the
Pharisees have seated themselves in the chair of Moses; 3 therefore all that they tell you,
do and observe, but do not do according to their deeds; for they say things and do not do
them. 4 “They tie up heavy burdens and lay them on men’s shoulders, but they
themselves are unwilling to move them with so much as a finger. 5 “But they do all their
deeds to be noticed by men; for they broaden their phylacteries and lengthen the tassels
of their garments. 6 “They love the place of honor at banquets and the chief seats in the
synagogues, 7 and respectful greetings in the market places, and being called Rabbi by
men. (New American Standard Bible [NASB], 1995) 3
Bell used toxic leadership theory as a framework to analyze and understand Jesus’s interaction
with the Scribes and Pharisees to develop a theoretical model of Christian leadership.
In the Matthew text, Jesus clearly objected to the leadership practices he had observed
among the religious leaders. Starting with Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) empirically derived
dimensions of toxic leadership (abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism,
unpredictability, and self-promotion), R. M. Bell’s (2019) analysis resulted in a model of healthy
(Christian) leadership, the dimensions of which appear in Table 3. By analyzing Matthew 23:1–
7, Bell was able to demonstrate that toxic leadership, as described by Schmidt, was consistent
with the leadership Jesus rejected.
Additionally, R. M. Bell’s (2019) analysis of the Matthew text led him to conclude that
hypocrisy was common to all dimensions of toxic leadership. This finding is consistent with the
empirical findings of others who cited dishonesty and a lack of integrity as characteristic of toxic
leaders (Burns, 2017; Erickson et al., 2007, 2015; Gangel, 2008; Hornstein, 1996; Kellerman,
2004; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Whicker, 1996; Willliams, 2005), and, using Bell’s reasoning,
suggests integrity is a dimension of healthy, Christian leadership.

3

Unless otherwise noted, all biblical verses are from the NASB.
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Among the future research R. M. Bell (2019) recommended was an analysis of the woes
of Matthew 23. Bell suggested such an analysis might provide insight into the outcomes of toxic
leadership, and consequently, Christian leadership. Cushman (2020) conducted the suggested
analysis and mapped the variables derived from his analysis onto the toxic dimensions in Table
3, and the results of that analysis appear in Table 4.
Table 3 Bell (2019): Dimensions of Toxic and Healthy (Christian) Leadership Based on an Analysis of Matthew 23:1–7
Bell (2019): Dimensions of Toxic and Healthy (Christian) Leadership Based on an Analysis of Matthew 23:1–7
Matthew 23
Leadership dimensions
verse(s)
Toxic
Healthy
4
Abusive supervision
Respectful oversight
2–3
Authoritarian leadership
Volitional leadership
6–7
Narcissism
Altruism
3
Unpredictability
Stable consistency
5
Self-promoting
Follower advocate
Hypocrisy a
Sincere integrity
Note. From “What Aren’t Christian Leadership Outcomes: An Expansion of Bell’s Theoretical Model of
Christian Leadership,” by B. Cushman, 2020, Theology of Leadership Journal, 3(1), p. 35,
(https://bit.ly/3sI3c7V). CC BY-NC-ND 4.0; and adapted from Bell, R. M. (2019). What’s not Christian
leadership? Theology of Leadership Journal, 2(1), 56–72.
a
Bell considered hypocrisy to be common to all toxic leadership dimensions, which justifies his rationale that the
opposite dimensions must form what is healthy leadership.

One variable/dimension in Cushman’s (2020) analysis, (leadership) incompetence, did
not map to any of the five toxic leadership dimensions suggested by Schmidt (2008, 2014);
therefore, it was suggested as a potential additional dimension. The outcomes of incompetence,
as identified by the analyses of the woes, included leaving followers worse off, ill-equipped to
perform as they should; unable to fulfill their true mission; over-dependent on their toxic leaders;
having misplaced priorities; and producing faulty teaching. In other words, unlike servant leaders
who make the career development of their followers a priority (S. Bell, 2014; Liden et al., 2008,
2015; Xu et al., 2020), toxic leaders do not. Rather than leaving followers better off, they leave
them worse—often by replicating toxicity—and with fewer resources (Lipman-Blumen, 2005).

58

Table 4 Toxic and Healthy Leadership Outcomes Based on the Woes of Matthew 23
Toxic and Healthy Leadership Outcomes Based on the Woes of Matthew 23
Outcomes
Woe
Toxic
Healthy
Power use resulting in harm (missed
Power used ethically; competent (to fulfill
1
opportunities); incompetence (inability to
mission), capable followers; pure motives
fulfill true mission); overly dependent
followers; false motives
Zealousness
(motivated by personal interests);
Zealousness (motivated by organizational
2
effectiveness, but limited (due to selfinterests); effectiveness; (increasingly)
promotion); (increasingly) negative effect on
positive effect on converts/followers (left
converts/followers (left worse off); replicate
better off); replicate healthiness; welltoxicity; ill-equipped followers
equipped followers
Dishonesty; distorted values; unethical;
Honesty; sound (biblical) values; ethical;
3
inconsistency; complicated rules; faulty
consistency; straightforward rules; sound
teaching; possible self-deception;
teaching; self-awareness; deferential;
manipulative; power hungry
contentedness
Misplaced
priorities;
unfairness/inequity;
Befitting
priorities; fairness/equity; kindness;
4
hostility; untrustworthiness; pridefulness;
trustworthiness; humility; complete
incomplete (neglectful) performance;
performance; consistency
inconsistency
Focus on external appearances to hide internal
Focus on and acknowledgement of internal
5
reality; violence/hostility; ruthlessness; selfrealities; peacefulness; mercifulness; selfindulgence; greediness; unwillingness to
control; benevolence; willingness to change
change
Fraudulent image projection; hypocrisy;
True/credible image projection; authenticity;
6
disregard for rules or propriety;
respect for/adherence to rules or propriety;
defilement/spoliation of followers
growth/improvement
Narcissism; arrogance; sense of superiority;
Unpretentiousness; humility; sense of
7
hostility (including violence); repeat errors
lowliness; peacefulness; learn from others’
of others; honor wrong values; take credit of
errors; honor; give credit to those due
others
Hypocrisy; words inconsistent with deeds;
Genuineness; words consistent with deeds;
All
honor-seeking;
shamefulness
humility; honor
woes
Note. From “What Aren’t Christian Leadership Outcomes: An Expansion of Bell’s Theoretical Model of
Christian Leadership,” by B. Cushman, 2020, Theology of Leadership Journal, 3(1), p. 42 (https://bit.ly/3sI3c7V).
CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

In the case of the woes of Matthew, the outcomes of toxic leadership appear to be more
toxic leadership (Cushman, 2020), which is consistent with findings in the theoretical literature
(Ashforth, 1994; Tepper, 2007). In other words, and somewhat contrary to Thomas’s (1995)
assertion that leadership reflects followership, bad leadership breeds bad followership, and,
ultimately, more bad leadership. That is, like a poison, toxic effects can spread throughout an
organization to others, including followers. A similar effect should result from good leadership.
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This is not to say that Thomas is wrong. It just appears that the New Testament provides more
insight, suggesting influence goes in both directions—as would be expected in a dyad—and
therefore one’s leadership style is as important as one’s style of followership. Moreover, it
suggests a healthy leadership style produces outcomes more consistent with a Christian
worldview.
Empirical Support for the Toxic Leadership Model
Theologically Derived Theory/Model. R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020) built on
the work of Schmidt (2008, 2014), who built on the work of many others, by presenting a
theoretically expanded toxic leadership model derived from socio-rhetorical analyses of Matthew
23. Schmidt developed and empirically validated a five-dimension model of toxic leadership.
Bell (2017) later independently validated Schmidt’s model in another empirical study. However,
the theological/theoretical work of Bell and Cushman, that is, their analyses of Matthew 23,
suggested the five-dimension toxic leadership model may be improvable. Bell found that
hypocrisy was clearly an element of the leadership Jesus rejected; however, he suggested
hypocrisy underlies each of the five-dimensions of the Schmidt-model already. However, it was
still noteworthy in that hypocrisy’s opposite—integrity—formed a dimension of healthy
leadership. Cushman suggested, as had others cited above, leadership incompetence was another
possible dimension of toxic leadership.
Contemporaneous Findings. Apparently, while R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020)
were analyzing Matthew 23 for the theologically derived theoretical model described above,
Singh (2019) had recently completed testing an adaptation of Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) TLS on a
population of IT workers in India. Singh began with a 39-item instrument that was based on the
toxic leadership literature including Schmidt’s work and his scale. Although Singh initially
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proposed a six-dimension model, her statistical analyses revealed a five-dimension model
consisting of the following dimensions: unethical/self-promoting (achieving goals through
unethical means and trying to make oneself look better for one’s own gain, which corresponds,
in part, to Schmidt’s self-promotion dimension); derisive supervision (corresponds to Schmidt’s
authoritarian leadership); narcissism (corresponds to Schmidt’s narcissism dimension); erratic
behavior (corresponds to Schmidt’s unpredictable dimension); and managerial incompetence
(lacks perspective a leader should have; managerially inept and unprofessional).
The managerial incompetence dimension was new, that is, it did not appear in any other
quantitative studies of toxic leadership. Incompetence appeared in the earlier qualitative
descriptions of toxic leaders provided by Kellerman (2004) and Lipman-Blumen (2005), for
example, and Gangel (2008) noted it in his book on toxic leaders for which churches and
Christian organizations were his target audience. And, as discussed above, incompetence was
found as an outcome based on an analysis of the woes of Matthew 23 (Cushman, 2020). Thus,
the theologically derived model is also supported by the findings of social scientists.
Summary of Negative Leadership in Theological Writings
Interest in negative leaders is not limited to secular writers such as Lipman-Blumen
(2005), Whicker (1996), or the many others, many of whom are cited here. McIntosh and Rima
(1997/2007) and Gangel (2008) wrote specifically to Christian audiences on negative leadership,
referring to it as the “dark side” and “toxic,” respectively. The goal of all of them, and the many
others who have written on the topic, is the recognition and reduction of negative leadership
traits, behaviors, or characteristics. They seem to agree with Boers (2015) that much can be
learned about leadership generally by studying both positive and negative leadership.
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It was beyond the scope of the present study—and likely impossible—to identify
everything a leader could do that might qualify as toxic; however, empiricists such as Schmidt
(2008, 2014) and R. M. Bell (2017, 2020), in their quantitative studies, have shown it is likely
possible to identify perceived toxic leaders with the use of a brief instrument such as Schmidt’s
TLS. Interestingly, Bell (2019) was able to use Schmidt’s five-dimension model as a framework
to understand the leadership Jesus rejected in Matthew 23:1–7, and further analyses of the woes
in Matthew 23 revealed that framework might be enhanced with the addition of an incompetence
dimension (Cushman, 2020), which raises the question of whether the TLS would have better
discriminative power if such a dimension were added.
Finally, R. M. Bell’s (2019) finding that positive leadership traits and characteristics
seem to emerge naturally from the study of negative leadership appears to be consistent with the
writings of others. For example, Lipman-Blumen (2005) wrote about toxic leaders, but she
explicitly noted her interest was in followers and why they chose to follow toxic leaders. To do
so, she needed to begin with a discussion of what qualifies as toxic. Toxic characteristics,
however, always imply some nontoxic alternative(s). For example, Lipman-Blumen noted that
many toxic leaders squelch dissent and constructive criticism. The implication is that nontoxic
leaders allow for and encourage both. A close look suggests nontoxic leadership is closely
aligned with servant leadership.
Servant Leadership as a Biblically Supported Model of Leadership
Background and Christian Views
Greenleaf (1996, 2002, 1977/2002) is often credited with the development of servant
leadership theory as if it were a unified, settled, and well-operationalized theory; although
Winston and Fields (2015) noted that is not the case despite many having written about it.
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Liefeld (1999) claimed the term became prominent, even in Christian circles, in the 1980s. The
theory has a rich literature base that has become more refined over the years, but it was not
developed as a Christian leadership theory. Still, Flaniken (2006) argued several of Greenleaf’s
characteristics of servant leaders are clearly based on biblical concepts. For example, servant
leaders are guides, goal-oriented and qualified, listeners, fair and flexible, intuitive and aware,
persuasive, and they advance their goals incrementally.
Some of those espousing a biblical model of servant leadership use the term in a much
more general sense than Greenleaf (1996, 2002, 1977/2002) and Flaniken (2006). Liefeld (1999),
for example, was much vaguer when he said, “a person may be a servant leader either (1) by
exercising leadership with a servant attitude, or (2) by serving in such a way as to lead by godly
example” (p. 138). Others in ministry are more detailed. D. Kelley (1999), for example, based on
his own life experiences, suggested several qualities of biblically-based servant leadership:
maintaining an openness about one’s mistakes and weaknesses; giving encouragement to those
they lead; treating others fairly and with integrity (e.g., regarding wages and work hours that are
suitable to raising a family); having people skills that show followers their value; and avoiding
spiritual abusiveness by manipulating others to act.
Consistency with R.M. Bell’s Model as Extended by Cushman
Servant Leadership Consistent with Biblical Values. There will always be overlap and
differences in statistical models; however, it seems beyond any serious debate that the
empirically based findings of van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011), Liden et al. (2007) and Xu et
al. (2020), for example, are consistent with biblical values and models. Again, consider
D. Kelley’s (1999) views of how Jesus was the model Servant Leader and therefore should be
studied and emulated:
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He [Jesus] lived the model life of servant leadership, spending in-depth time with His
followers, building them up and developing them. When His disciples were discussing
which one of them was the greatest, Jesus classically defined servant leadership to them:
“If anyone wants to be first, he shall be last of all and servant of all” (Mark 9:35, NASB).
Continually study the life of Christ, especially how He treated people, and prayerfully
build those qualities into your life and work.” (p. 171)
Again, although still somewhat vague, nothing Kelley, nor any others, discussed suggested
servant leadership is at odds with biblical values or a Christian worldview. In fact, they all seem
to align quite well with the Christian model suggested by R. M. Bell (2019; see Table 3).
R.M. Bell’s Model Consistent with Servant Leadership Generally. R. M. Bell (2019),
in his model, defined respectful oversight “as holding followers in high esteem while overseeing
their work at appropriate levels” (p. 66); volitional leadership as the practice of inspiring willful
following; altruism as “an unselfish concern for the health and well-being of followers” (p. 66);
stable consistency as the practice of “providing a consistent set of predictable behaviors and
responses that are calm, ordered, and thoughtful” (p. 67); follower advocate as one who
promotes “the interests of their followers in conjunction with the organizational goals” (p. 67);
and sincere integrity as demonstrating “various virtuous behaviors such as truthfulness,
incorruptibility, and general honorableness” (p. 68).
Cushman (2020) suggested leadership incompetence may be a missing dimension of
toxic leadership, which suggests leadership competence is an essential element of the healthy
leadership acceptable to Jesus. As Cushman noted, when Paul described the qualifications for an
overseer (1 Timothy 3:1–7), he focused on issues of morality and ethics—not doctrine.
Additionally, Paul said that an overseer—a leader—must have a track record of leadership
competencies.
Even a brief and superficial comparison of the model proposed by R. M. Bell (2019) and
Cushman (2020) against 1) the biblical and experiential models of servant leadership of Christian
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writers, and 2) the empirical models of social scientists, reveals the nontoxic/healthy model is
well represented by servant leadership. That is, although neither Bell nor Cushman identified
servant leadership by name, the model that emerged from their analyses of Matthew 23 is very
consistent with what is described in the literature as servant leadership. Therefore, servant
leadership appears to be the standard against which any model of toxic leadership should be
compared.
Theological Support for Toxic vs a Servant Leadership Model
Albeit relatively limited, the theological literature on toxic leadership theory suggests the
factors or dimensions forming toxic leadership are consistent with the leadership styles or
characteristics Jesus rejected in Matthew 23. Using the rationale of R. M. Bell (2019) and
Cushman (2020), that is, by examining the toxic leadership Jesus rejected, it is possible to gain
insight into nontoxic/healthy, Christian leadership. In other words, understanding negative
leadership can lead to better understanding positive leadership (S. Bell, 2014).
The healthy leadership that emerged from a study of the leadership Jesus rejected in
Matthew 23 is consistent with the basic, generally agreed upon dimensions of servant leadership.
Table 5 updates Table 3, that is, the R. M. Bell (2019) model, with the findings from Cushman
(2020; i.e., with the additional dimension of leadership incompetence/competence), and then
adds the dimensions of servant leadership as identified by Liden et al. (2008). Given the overlap
of the operationalized definitions of healthy and servant leadership, one could argue about
exactly how each dimension of servant leadership maps to the healthy leadership derived from
the analyses of Matthew 23; however, the main point is that the opposite dimensions of the
leadership Jesus rejected—which has been identified as toxic leadership—corresponds quite
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nicely with servant leadership. Thus, it appears, arguably, that servant leadership is the antithesis
of toxic leadership, and servant leadership places an emphasis on followers.
Table 5 Dimensions of Toxic and Healthy (Christian) Leadership Based on an Analysis of Matthew 23 as Compared to One Version of the Servant Leadership Construct
Dimensions of Toxic and Healthy (Christian) Leadership Based on an Analysis of Matthew 23 as Compared to
One Version of the Servant Leadership Construct
Leadership Style
Toxic
Healthy
Servant
Abusive supervision
Respectful oversight
Emotional healing
Authoritarian leadership
Volitional leadership
Empowering
Narcissism
Altruism
Putting subordinates first
Unpredictability
Stable consistency
Emotional healing
Self-promoting
Follower advocate
Helping subordinates grow and succeed; putting
subordinates first; creating value for community
Leadership incompetence
Leadership competence
Conceptual Skills
Hypocrisy
Sincere integrity
Behaving ethically
Note. The Toxic and Healthy styles are derived from R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020), and the Servant
(leadership) style is derived from the dimensions identified by Liden et al. (2008).

Leadership vs Followership
Despite all that has been written about leadership in the secular and theological literature,
followership has often been overlooked (Kellerman, 2004; R. E. Kelley, 1992). Radmacher
(1999), almost lamenting, asked if ministry leadership conferences would be more effective if
they included more followership seminars. After all, effective leadership is impossible without
effective followership (Chaleff, 1995; Leas, 1997). Therefore, it is not possible to fully
understand leadership without having at least some understanding of followership (Uhl-Bien et
al., 2014). Although leaders and followers have separate roles, an ongoing myth is that one is
superior to the other (Chaleff, 1995; Hamlin, 2016; Marshall, 1991). It could be said, however,
that a leader and a follower have a symbiotic relationship; each one needs the other to maintain
existence as a leader and a follower, respectively. “To think of leaders without followers is like
thinking of teachers without students. Both are impossible. They are two sides of one process,
two parts of a whole” (Chaleff, 1995, p. 2). Closely related to the simple truth that each needs the
other is the idea that good followership is harder in the absence of good leadership (Mahaney,
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2002), and the reverse is probably just as true: good leadership is harder in the absence of good
followership. Thus, leadership and followership are, by definition, inseparable and therefore
closely related.
Regarding biblical leaders, Thomas (1995) argued the rationale underlying the
relationship between leaders and followers:
Historically, the quality of leadership has reflected the quality of followership. When
ancient Israel was obedient to the law and the will of God, they generally enjoyed
righteous leadership. But when they pursued their own ways and turned their backs on
God, they got terrible leadership, not only to punish them, but to bring them to repentance
and restoration. (p. xiii)
Whether one agrees with Thomas that leadership reflects the quality of followership rather than
the other way around, his point that the characteristics of leaders and followers tend to reflect
each other seems valid, especially since each can influence the other (Chaleff, 1995)—a point
that should be kept in mind as one studies leadership and followership.
Theologically, however, a greater point deserves mentioning. Most everyone is a leader
and a follower at times, and those roles can shift, if only practically (i.e., without titles changing)
in almost any interaction. When Jesus was chastising the religious leaders in Matthew 23, he was
speaking to his followers as well as the leaders, presuming they were present. He was teaching
them lessons about how to be leaders, and, arguably, followers too. People serve in different
roles at different times, but, for Christians, they are always Christians and therefore they should
always act consistently with their professed worldview concerning how others should be treated.
There are not two sets of ethical standards for each role, for example. When Jesus called the
Scribes and Pharisees hypocrites, he was not suggesting that it was unacceptable for those in
leader roles to be hypocritical but acceptable for those in follower roles.
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The leader-follower distinction is one of roles, and anyone can serve in one or both roles
depending on the context. For example, a leader of a country may serve in a follower role when
elsewhere. Walls and Anders (1999) said it well: “The combination of godly leadership and
submissive followership should flow into an attitude of humble respect for one another
throughout the church body” (p. 91). Leadership and followership are impossible if either the
leader or follower is removed: It takes at least two people for a leader and a follower to exist.
The roles are often differentiated only to better enable scientific study of the phenomena.
Because, among other things, the heart of man is wicked and deceitful (Jeremiah 17:9),
relationships are hindered, and some relationships, including the leader-follower relationship,
can be described as toxic or healthy. Whereas Jesus took the time to teach his followers how to
recognize toxic leadership, as it is referred to here, as well as how to recognize the healthy
leadership that he himself modeled, toxic and healthy leadership are worth studying and better
understanding.
Summary of the Theological Framework
The theological literature supports the study of leadership (Boers, 2015; S. Bell, 2014; R.
M. Bell, 2019; Gangel, 2008; McIntosh & Rima, 2007) whether the focus of leadership is
classified as positive or negative, good or bad, toxic or nontoxic, etc. The study of followers
versus leaders, despite them being impossible to separate in reality and despite neither being
superior to the other, is helpful for the scientific study of the phenomena of leadership and
followership to learn how one affects the other. From a theological perspective, expectations that
leaders and followers treat one another with dignity and respect is the same regardless of the
leader/follower label (Luke, 6:31; Matthew 7:12).
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The text of Matthew 23, being “Jesus’s longest, sustained teaching on leadership” (Boers,
2015, p. 117), provides the theological framework underlying toxic and healthy leadership. The
expanded toxic and healthy leadership models R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020) suggested
from their socio-rhetorical analyses of Matthew 23 are consistent with the scientific literature on
both toxic and healthy leadership. Moreover, the healthy leadership that emerged from their
analyses is well reflected by servant leadership as modeled by Liden et al. (2008). It rationally
follows that followers’ perceptions of leaders high on the TLS (Schmidt, 2008, 2014) should be
low on measures of servant leadership (Liden et al., 2015), making servant leadership a good
proxy for the healthy, biblical leadership that forms the anthesis of toxic leadership.
Theoretical Framework for the Study
Scholarly interest in negative forms of leadership has a relatively short history, and as
noted earlier, has been referred to by various names. Whicker (1996), in what may be considered
the seminal work on the subject, appears to have been the first to use the word “toxic” to
describe those who practice negative leadership. Her definition of what constitutes a toxic leader
was brief but descriptive: “Toxic leaders are maladjusted, malcontent, and often malevolent,
even malicious. They succeed by tearing others down. They glory in turf protection, fighting, and
controlling rather than uplifting followers” (p. 11). She argued that the hallmark characteristic of
toxic leaders is their deep-seated sense of personal inadequacy, which, as a result, causes them to
live in constant fear that others will discover their weakness. Their other characteristics include
selfish values and their use of deception. She provided some general typologies, or “snapshots,”
as she referred to them, of different types of toxic leaders (e.g., enforcers, street fighters, and
bullies); however, those typologies did not seem to catch on, although Reed (2015) recently
included them in his comprehensive book on the topic.
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Negative Leadership Contributing to the Understanding of Toxic Leadership
As with leadership itself, there is no agreed upon definition of toxic leadership (Reed,
2015). Several have been offered, some of which will be discussed below. Before discussing the
definition accepted for the purposes of this study, it is important to review the theoretical and
empirical bases in the literature underlying toxic leadership as some consistent themes emerge.
Petty Tyranny
Ashforth (1994) defined a petty tyrant, generally, as one “who lords his or her power over
others” (p. 755). Although he seemed to think “tyrant” needed little explanation as most would
tend to understand its common, dictionary meaning (essentially, a cruel and abusive dictatorial
leader), the adjective “petty” is important to highlight the “arbitrariness and small-mindedness”
(p. 757) of such tyrants. Based on a study of business students who rated their current or most
recent supervisors, Ashforth (1987, 1994) found that petty tyranny consisted of at least six
dimensions: arbitrariness and self-aggrandizement (unfair, self-serving); belittling subordinates;
lacks consideration (not approachable, fails to look out for interests of others); has a forcing style
of conflict resolution (demands own way or own views to be accepted); discourages initiative
(does not encourage input on big decisions, fails to train/encourage followers for more
authoritative roles); and noncontingent punishment (when subordinates perform well, and
includes a failure to explain the rationale for any displeasure).
Ashforth (1994) also argued that situational factors, such as the culture of an organization
(values and norms) and individual factors, that is, believed/perceived characteristics of the leader
and subordinates themselves, can maintain or promote petty tyranny—creating a vicious cycle of
more petty tyranny. As often as petty tyranny is cited in the leadership on negative leadership,
the construct itself has not been fully developed (Schmidt, 2008).
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Brutal Bosses
Hornstein (1996) differentiated between tough bosses and those he called brutal bosses.
As part of his research, he developed a 36-item questionnaire designed to determine if one’s
leader was either not so tough, tough, tough with instances of abusive behavior, or abusive.
According to Hornstein, a tough leader legitimately criticizes low-quality work, demands
subordinates give their best efforts and produce high-quality work, and requires that those high
standards be met before complimenting a subordinate. In other words, what qualifies as tough is
what most would consider to be fair. Brutal leaders, on the other hand, engage in what Hornstein
called the eight deadly sins.
Hornstein’s eight deadly sins consist of the following traits and behaviors: deceit (lying
directly or by omission); constraint (restricting subordinates outside of work, e.g., activities,
friends, location of residence); coercion (inappropriate threats of harm); selfishness (selfpreservation by scapegoating, for example); inequity (favoritism and arbitrary punishment);
cruelty (public humiliation, belittling, name-calling); disregard (expressing a lack of concern for
subordinates’ psychological well-being, lack of general civility, e.g., impoliteness); and
deification (their sense of superiority gives them license to do whatever they want to
subordinates). Unlike toughness—which does not strip followers of their dignity (Reed, 2015)—
abuse leads to a decline in subordinates’ physical and psychological well-being along with
productivity.
Horstein (1996) did not refer to negative leaders as toxic, but he did speak of the toxicity
associated with them. Hornstein argued that the eight deadly sins were undergirded by
disrespect, or more specifically, disrespectful behavior, which Hornstein said is a “social toxin. It
paralyzes its victims, draining energy, initiative, and desire while undermining their physical and
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psychological well-being” (p. 6). That is, negative leadership breeds negative leadership, which,
he said, is possible, in part, because of the organizational environments in which leaders and
followers interact.
Abusive Supervision
Tepper (2000, 2007) defined abusive supervision as “subordinates' perceptions of the
extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal
behaviors, excluding physical contact” (p. 178). That is, he defined abusive supervision as
assessed from the point of view of followers, making it a subjective assessment. Thus, different
followers could perceive the same leader, in the same context, differently. Additionally, the same
follower could view a leader’s behavior as either positive or negative depending on the context
in which that behavior occurs. Tepper viewed abusive supervision as sustained because it
continues to occur until one of two things happen: the follower or leader ends the relationship, or
the leader ceases the abusive behaviors. Thus, behavior that may be inappropriate but is only
transient does not qualify as abusive supervision. For example, a leader in an atypical and
uncharacteristically foul mood who snaps at a follower does not meet the definition because the
behavior is not part of a sustained pattern of behaviors.
Tepper (2000) found abusive supervision to be a unidimensional construct, which he
measured using a 15-item scale that probed followers’ perceptions of their leaders. The items
could be classified as probing the following abusive behaviors or characteristics: ridiculing
followers, belittling followers (e.g., calling the follower’s ideas stupid, using put-downs), passive
aggressiveness (e.g., silent treatment), failing to respect the follower’s privacy, lacking integrity
(e.g., lying, blaming others for own benefit), controlling interactions with coworkers, and failing
to recognize completion of a difficult task.
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Authoritarian Leadership
In their study of Chinese leadership, Cheng et al. (2004) observed that paternalistic
leadership was most prevalent. They conceptualized paternalistic leadership as having three
dimensions: benevolence, moral leadership, and authoritarianism. Benevolence and moral
leadership would easily be recognized by most as positive forms of leadership. Authoritarianism,
however, would likely be viewed by most as rather negative. The authors noted, however, that
the Chinese culture was less open to authoritarianism than it once had been despite paternalistic
leadership’s prevalence. They defined authoritarianism as “a leader’s behavior that asserts
absolute authority and control over subordinates and demands unquestionable obedience from
subordinates” (p. 91), and they found it negatively correlated with the remaining two dimensions
and aspects of other positive leadership characteristics.
The nine-item subscale used by Cheng et al. (2004) to measure authoritarian leadership
asked respondents about their levels of agreement with certain statements about their leaders.
The statements probed the following behaviors and characteristics: asking for the follower’s
complete obedience, being a strict disciplinarian, commanding, scolding for underperformance,
severely punishing for violation of the leader’s rules, requiring the leader’s group to be better
than all others in the organization, making all decisions even if not important, needing to have
the last say, and creating a sense of pressure on followers. Unlike Tepper (2000) who probed
about abuse against the follower by prefacing all questions on the scale with “My boss” (e.g.,
“My boss ridicules me” [p. 189]), Cheng et al. mixed what leaders did to the follower and other
followers (e.g., “My supervisor asked me to obey…,” and “My supervisor exercises strict
discipline over subordinates” [p. 115]). Including what leaders did with others might suggest that
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Tepper (2000) missed some negative leadership behaviors when he probed only actions directed
towards the follower/respondent (Schmidt, 2008).
Bad Leadership
Others have spoken about negative leadership in various ways. For example, Kellerman
(2004) studied what she simply called “bad” leadership and concluded “bad leadership reflected
seven different patterns of bad behavior” (p. 43), the first three of which she recognized as
ineffective patterns, and the latter four as unethical patterns: incompetency (but not necessarily
complete incompetence), rigidness (unyielding), intemperance (lacking in self-control),
callousness (uncaring or unkind), corruption, insularity (having a disregard for the well-being of
others), and evil leadership (infliction of physical or psychological harm to exert power).
Explicit mention of the infliction of physical harm differentiates Kellerman’s view of bad
leadership from other negative leadership styles such as abusive supervision.
Kellerman (2004) argued that both leaders and followers lead and follow for one reason:
their own self-interests. That is, both leadership and followership are necessary and
complimentary to promoting one’s interests. Whatever reason one might give for leading or
following, according to Kellerman, self-interest underlies it. However, “the type of leadership
that emerges will depend not only on the group members but also on the nature of the task at
hand” (p. 18). She asserted that leaders do bad things chiefly “because of who they are and what
they want” (p. 19); however, she also contended the context/environment, which may include
followers, can influence leaders towards bad leadership as well.
Terroristic Leadership and the Narcissism that Drives It
Kets de Vries (2004) also spoke to physical abuse in what he called leadership by terror:
“leadership that achieves its ends and gains compliance through the deliberate use of violence
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and fear. It is the use of arbitrary power beyond the scope permitted by law, custom, and
tradition” (pp. 2–3). He attributed such abuses of power to the “malignant narcissism” (p. 66) of
those who lack empathy, are concerned only with themselves and their own personal interests,
and who see others as tools to be used for the leader’s personal benefit.
According to Kets de Vries (2004), malignant narcissism is a product of a leader’s
upbringing—certain childhood hurts, for example—and the leadership environment in that, in
the right leader, praise, for example, can feed a sense of superiority to the point at which more
severe forms of abuse can be rationalized as acceptable. Of all descriptors of negative leadership
behaviors, physical abuse would, intuitively, seem to be the easiest to recognize objectively as
harmful, which suggests that leadership behaviors that unjustly and intentionally cause physical
harm to others are more severe than others that do not. Such a hierarchy is suggested by
Kellerman’s (2004) ineffective versus unethical leadership patterns as well.
Commonalities
Unjust Harmful Behaviors. What appears to underly all of the above attempts to explain
or understand negative leadership is an implicit or explicit presupposition that what makes some
forms of leadership negative is the unjust harm that such leadership effectuates or has the
potential to effectuate. That may be physical or psychological harm to followers or some form of
harmfulness to the organization (e.g., petty tyranny’s discouragement of follower initiative). One
could argue that the actions of a tough boss cause harm, in the sense of minor psychological
discomfort, but such harm is not unjust (e.g., receiving a legitimate warning for consistent
tardiness is not unjust) and therefore would not qualify as a negative leadership behavior
(Hornstein, 1996; Reed, 2015). “Unjust” presupposes some sense or measure of what is right
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and what is wrong, proper or improper, fair or unfair, ethical or unethical, etc.; however, it does
not appear such measures are discussed in the literature.
Despite a lack of a unified worldview by which anybody could easily agree on what is
positive versus negative leadership, the behaviors listed within the various approaches to
understanding negative leadership also seem to presuppose a hierarchy of wrongness, and
thereby, harm. Although Tepper (2000, 2007) excluded physical contact—perhaps because it is
so obviously wrong regardless of one’s worldview—his definition of abusive supervision still
requires hostile behaviors to be sustained, that is, a rare occurrence of some hostile behavior may
be overlooked in the sense that the perpetrator is not labeled as abusive despite the isolated act of
abuse. The lack of hostile physical contact as part of the definition suggests hostile physical
contact is so egregious—Kellerman (2004) suggested such conduct is evil—as to render a single
occurrence as unacceptable and abusive in and of itself. Kets de Vries (2004) theory suggests
narcissism can evolve along an unstated continuum from a lower level to a high enough level for
the leader to rationalize causing intentional physical harm.
Context/Environment. All authors’ and researchers’ approaches to understanding or
classifying negative leadership, discussed above, highlight the importance of situational factors,
the context, or some other descriptive term for the environment in which the leaders and
followers interact. Thus, leaders and followers are parts of the environment as is the organization
itself, which also consists of those same leaders and followers along with other leaders and
followers in other units, departments, etc., at various levels, depending on the size of the
organization. Thus, influence, good and bad, comes from leaders, followers, and the
organization’s environment, and when the topic is toxic leadership, each of the components—
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leaders, followers, and environment—form the three domains of the toxic triangle (Padilla et al.,
2007).
Self-promoting Narcissists. Additionally, all of the authors’ and researchers’ approaches
to describing negative leadership suggest very self-centered leaders who feel they are more
important than everybody else and therefore their wants and needs should take priority over
those of others. The petty tyrant is self-serving and demands his own way (Ashforth, 1987,
1994). The brutal boss lacks concern for her followers’ well-being while maintaining a sense of
superiority and entitlement (Hornstein, 1996). The abusive supervisor belittles his followers
(Tepper, 2000, 2007) as if he knows all, implying his superiority. The bad leader may be callous
and corrupt (Kellerman, 2004) as she looks out for her own self-interests. The terroristic leader’s
violent actions display his arrogance and narcissism (Kets de Vries, 2004) and imply his life has
more value than the lives of his followers as evidenced by his willingness to resort to violence to
get his own way. In short, all suggest negative leaders tend to be narcissists whose main
objective is promoting their own needs and desires before those of others.
Toxic Leadership
In a sense, toxic leadership theory is an amalgamation of the negative behaviors of
several different theories of negative leadership. Schmidt considered it an “umbrella term that
covers several distinct but related dimensions of negative leadership” (p. 4). That inclusiveness is
perhaps best seen in the work of Lipman-Blumen (2005). Although the main topic in LipmanBlumen’s highly influential book on the subject of toxic leadership was followers—specifically,
why followers follow toxic leaders—she provided a comprehensive, though not exhaustive,
discussion of toxic leadership. Based on her decades of research studying toxic leaders, LipmanBlumen defined toxic leaders as those who
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engage in numerous destructive behaviors and who exhibit certain dysfunctional personal
characteristics. To count as toxic, these behaviors and qualities of character must inflict
some reasonably serious and enduring harm on their followers and their organizations.
The intent to harm others or enhance the self at the expense of others distinguishes
seriously toxic leaders from the careless or unintentional toxic leaders, who also cause
negative effects. (p. 18)
She went on to say,
let us categorize as toxic those leaders who engage in one or more of… [several]
destructive behaviors. These behaviors range from deliberate, conscious engagement in
despicable acts, to unintentional, unconscious toxic behavior, such as failing to recognize
their own or others’ seriously harmful incompetence. (p. 19)
It is noteworthy that, for Lipman-Blumen, the leader’s intent to harm was not necessary;
however, for her, intent suggested a greater level of toxicity, which seems both reasonable and
logical and is consistent with a hierarchy or continuum of behaviors.
Lipman-Blumen (2005) distinguished between behaviors and characteristics because it is
the “dysfunctional personal qualities or characteristics that feed toxic leadership” (p. 21).
Lipman-Blumen appears to be one of the most cited sources of toxic leadership, and her
contribution to the literature is important to emphasize. Therefore, and for the sake of
convenience, the toxic qualities and behaviors she noted are listed in Table 6. It can be seen that
the qualities and behaviors she included overlap with those discussed above, which is consistent
with Schmidt’s (2014) assertion of toxic leadership being an umbrella term. Some behaviors are
more specific than others, but the wide-ranging “engaging in unethical, illegal and criminal acts”
(p. 20; summarized in Table 6 as “Engage in wrongful acts”) emphasizes that an exhaustive list
is neither possible nor wise.
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Table 6 Summary of Lipman-Blumen’s (2005) Dysfunctional Qualities and Behaviors
Summary of Lipman-Blumen’s (2005) Dysfunctional Qualities and Behaviors
Toxic/Dysfunctional Qualities

Toxic/Destructive Behaviors

Narcissistic/Blinding ego
Arrogance
Insatiably power hungry
Lack integrity
Amoral
Avarice
Reckless disregard for self and follower costs
Cowardice (in difficult decision-making)
Fail to comprehend and competently respond to
problems

Violate basic human rights of followers
Squelch dissent
Play to base fears/needs
Mislead (lie to) followers
Build sympathetic dynasties/regime
Maliciously incite dissention
Treat followers well while encouraging hating others
Encourage castigation of identified scapegoats
Structure organization such that overthrow likely to
be self-destructive
Engage in wrongful acts
Ignore/promote corruption and incompetence
Fail to train and nurture new leaders
Create overly dependent followers (by feeding on
fears)
Leave followers (and others) worse off through
various means (e.g., demeaning, undermining,
intimidating, terrorizing)
Note: Adapted from “The Allure of Toxic Leaders: Why We Follow Destructive Bosses and Politicians—And
How We Can Survive Them” by J. Lipman-Blumen. Copyright © 2005 by Jean Lipman-Blumen.

Toxic Leadership Scales
Argobast’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Argobast (2018) created his TLS to “solve the detection problem by creating a behavioral
scale that helps examine the relationship among three potential domains of toxic leadership: the
need for achievement, empathy, and egoistic dominance” (p. 3). In other words, his goal was to
create a classification algorithm to classify toxic and nontoxic leaders.
Argobast (2018) used latent profile analysis to assess if different groups might emerge.
That is, he looked, in essence, for pattern clusters of predictor scores for different levels of
egoistic dominance scores. He concluded scores could be separated such that they indicated a
low, medium, or high threat of (potential) toxicity. In his sample, the scores suggested 16% of
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the leaders exhibited toxic leadership characteristics. However, as Reed (2015) noted, estimates
of the prevalence of some of the factors of toxic leadership are rather wide, from the low teens to
64%—about a 50-percentage-point spread. Kusy and Holloway (2009), the source for Reed’s
64% figure, also reported that 94% of their survey respondents reported working with someone
toxic in their careers. R. M. Bell (2017) found 78% of his respondents reported working with a
toxic leader at some point, which is consistent with the almost 75% found in R. M. Bell (2020).
Thus, the prevalence of those currently serving under toxic leaders is unclear; although,
Argobast’s algorithmic approach may provide a fair estimate.
Schmidt’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Schmidt (2008) conducted two focus group interviews of military members regarding
how their leaders functioned during critical incidents identified by the group members. Schmidt
used the transcripts of those interviews along with his knowledge of the literature to identify the
possible dimensions of toxic leadership. He then used the behaviors identified by the members of
the focus groups along with those behaviors previously identified in the literature and had others,
specifically, doctoral students trained in psychodynamics, match the behaviors with the possible
dimensions he identified. After some modifications, he created a 105-item instrument to measure
toxic leadership and its dimensions. That initial instrument included Tepper’s (2000) 15-item
abusive supervision scale, using an agree/disagree response scale rather than the frequency
response scale Tepper used, and a revised version of Cheng at al.’s (2004) authoritarian
leadership scale.
Schmidt (2008) included the instrument in a survey-based research study. Based on the
statistical analyses he conducted, he concluded toxic leadership was comprised of five
dimensions that could be measured using a 30-item instrument. Those dimensions include
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abusive supervision, authoritarian leadership, narcissism, self-promotion, and unpredictability.
Later, Schmidt (2014) validated a 15-item, short-version, of the TLS, which measured the same
dimensions as the full scale. All of the dimensions were well correlated, and internal reliability
of the scores for each of the dimensions was consistent across the two studies. Others
independently reported similar findings (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Fitzgibbons, 2017; Paltu,
2020). Details on the validity and reliability of the Schmidt’s TLS will be provided in the
following chapter.
Singh’s Toxic Leadership Scale
Singh (2019) developed a version of the TLS on a sample of IT professionals in India.
The scale is based largely on the work of Schmidt (2008, 2014); however, the variables did not
load on factors/dimensions just as they did in Schmidt’s research. Interestingly, Singh found
support for a dimension of managerial incompetence. Others contributing to the literature have
discussed competence and incompetence, suggesting leadership incompetence is consistent with
toxic leadership and competence is consistent with healthy leadership (Cushman, 2020;
Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Whicker, 1996). However, no independent studies
validating Singh’s model were located.
Toxic Leader Defined
Based on his review of the literature and his resulting qualitative and quantitative
research into the dimensions of toxic leadership, Schmidt (2008) derived the following definition
of toxic leaders and thereby, toxic leadership: “Toxic leaders are ‘narcissistic, self-promoters
who engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision” (p. 57). Based
on the findings of R. M. Bell (2019), Cushman (2020), and Singh (2019), the present research
sought to discover, in part, whether a broader definition than that provided by Schmidt (2008) is
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supportable: Toxic leaders are narcissistic, self-promoting, and incompetent leaders who engage
in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision.
Overarching Theoretical Framework: Conservation of Resources Theory
In 1989, Hobfoll introduced a model of stress in an attempt to add clarity to a vague but
well-known and established construct. He argued the model, which he called conservation of
resources (COR), “is clearly testable, comprehensively explains behavior during stressful
circumstances, and is more parsimonious than [then current models]” (p. 516). COR’s “basic
tenet is that people strive to retain, protect, and build resources and that what is threatening to
them is the potential or actual loss of these valued resources” (p. 516). In other words, people
tend to consistently work towards creating an environment that will provide them with the
greatest sense of pleasure or success, and to do so, they attempt to build and preserve the
resources necessary. “Both perceived and actual loss or lack of gain are envisaged as sufficient
for producing stress” (Hobfoll, 1989, p. 516).
Later, Hobfoll (2001), refined the theory based on a “call for envisioning of COR theory
and the stress process within a more collectivist backdrop than was first posited” (p. 338), and he
clarified COR theory’s basic tenet: “individuals strive to obtain, retain, protect, and foster those
things that they value” (p. 341). Those “things” are resources, and stress occurs when those
resources are either lost or when there is a perception that such a loss is possible. Resources,
Hobfoll noted, include such things as a sense of pride in one’s work, a feeling of success, having
the necessary tools for work, having a stable job, feeling independent, feeling a sense of peace in
life, having an understanding supervisor/leader, having support from coworkers, having access to
training that provides advancement opportunities as well as access to others from whom one can

82
learn. In the past few decades, “COR theory has become one of the most widely cited theories in
organizational psychology and organizational behavior” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p. 103).
In addition to its basic tenet, COR theory has four main principles and three corollaries,
which are outlined in Table 7. In addition to its principles and tenets, COR theory uses two
metaphors to describe how resources are transferred or hindered from being transferred within
environments:
Resource caravans: Resources do not exist individually but travel in packs, or caravans,
for both individuals and organizations.
Resource caravan passageways: People’s resources exist in ecological conditions that
either foster and nurture or limit and block resource creation and sustenance. (Hobfoll et
al., 2018, p. 106)
In brief, COR theory provides the framework for the predictions about the relationships
among variables for those serving under toxic and healthy leaders (Schmidt, 2014). For example,
COR theory would predict that a toxic leader is a threat to necessary or desired resources such as
supervisor support and self-esteem, while an ethical leader, e.g., a servant leader, would provide
such resources (Kalshoven & Boon, 2012). Moreover, those resources would be predicted to be
removed or added organization wide when the leader is head the organization (i.e., the highest
leader in the organization), or unit wide when the leader is head the unit. Thus, the organizational
culture (discussed below) itself is predicted to be impacted by the leader-follower relationship as
will followers’ perceptions and responses to a given situation.
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Table 7 Principles and Corollaries of COR Theory
Principles and Corollaries of COR Theory
Principle
Primacy of loss: losses of resources are
disproportionately more salient than gains.

Corollary
1. The more resources one has, the greater the
capability for further gain, and the less vulnerability to
loss.

2.

Resource Investment: To gain resources,
recover resources, and protect from losses of
resources, people have to invest in them.

2. With each iteration of resource loss, the momentum
for and magnitude of loss increases, that is, it has a
spiraling effect.

3.

Gain paradox: Resources gain value (become
more important) as the potential for loss
increases.

3. Resource gain spirals more slowly and weakly.

4.

Desperation: When resources are stretched thin
or depleted, people tend to get defensive,
aggressive, or even irrational.

1.

Note: Table adapted from Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of
resources in the organizational context: The reality of resources and their consequences. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 103–128. Copyright 2018 by Annual Reviews.

Related Literature
Leadership Theory and Research Assumptions
Basic Assumptions Among Social Scientists
Mendonca and Kanungo (2007) outlined the five basic assumptions that underly
contemporary leadership theory and research, that is, assumptions that are generally agreed upon
by scholars in the fields of social and organizational psychology. First, leadership is a
group/organizational phenomenon, that is, it takes place in the context of a community. Second,
“leadership is both a relational and an attributional phenomenon” (p. 30). That is, potential
followers must interpret and accept the leader-to-be’s attempt to influence, and, if accepted,
attribute the leader-to-be the status of leader. Third, “leadership can be studied in terms of its
contents and processes” (p. 30). The contents include leader and follower behaviors used to
influence and achieve their objectives and environmental factors. Distinguishing content from
process forms the basis of the fourth assumption:
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In order to understand the leadership phenomenon, one must analyse the properties of: (a)
the basic leadership elements–the leader, the followers, the situational context; and (b)
the major relational processes–the leader-follower influence process, the leader-context
relational process, and the context-follower relational process. (p. 30)
The fifth assumption Mendonca and Kanungo noted is that the intent of leaders’ behaviors is to
influence followers’ attitudes and behaviors within certain contexts.
Mendonca and Kanungo (2007) rejected the typical business approach of looking at
bottom line profits to measure leadership effectiveness. Given that toxic leaders can be very
effective at times, at least in the short-term (Lipman-Blumen, 2005), the method suggested by
Mendonca and Kanungo seems more in line with the basic assumptions outlined above:
Leadership effectiveness should be measured in terms of the degree to which a leader
promotes: (a) the instrumental attitudes and behaviours for the achievement of group
objectives; (b) the followers’ satisfaction with the task and context within which they
operate; and (c) the followers’ acceptance of the leader’s influence. The followers’
acceptance of the leader’s influence is often manifested through the followers’ emotional
bond with the leader, by their attributions of favourable qualities to the leader, by their
compliance behaviours, and by their commitment to the leader’s attitudes and values. (p.
30)
The present study was not intended to address all those variables together; the goal was to assess
followers’ perceptions of not only their toxic and healthy leaders but also the quality of leaderfollower relationships along with organizational culture, that is, part of what Mendonca and
Kanungo referred to as context.
The basic assumptions of organizational and social psychologists noted by Mendonca and
Kanungo (2007) seem to presuppose at least a general definition or understanding of leadership.
For example, leadership—whatever it is—according to Mendonca and Kanungo, takes place in
community, is relational, etc. Mendonca and Kanungo were not trying to define leadership in
their discussion about the research assumptions underlying the research, however. Still, their
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discussion of what makes for effective leaders sounds very much like the servant leadership
espoused by S. Bell (2015) in his theology of leadership. (See Table 1.)
What is Leadership?
Various Definitions. Current literature suggest that leadership is a nebulous construct at
best. Day and Atonakis (2017) argued that although leadership may be easy to identify when
observed, it is not easy to define. Northouse (2016) noted “there are almost as many different
definitions of leadership as there are people who have tried to define it” (p. 2). Day and Atonakis
suggested the complexity of the leadership construct might mean that an agreed upon definition
will never be found. In their review of the history of leadership research since about 1900, Day
and Atonakis classified leadership research into nine schools of thought, e.g., trait, behavioral,
and relational theories of leadership, many of which, they said, are still referenced in the
contemporary literature. Thus, it appears Day and Atonakis were well justified in speculating
that a common and well-accepted definition is not soon coming.
Leadership vs. Management. Often, leadership is defined in terms of its alleged
opposite: management (Grint, 2005). However, the view that leadership and management can be
easily and sharply differentiated such that some people can be identified as one versus the other
(Schedlitzki & Edwards, 2014) is not supported by empirical research (Yukl, 2013). Others
recognize leadership as an aspect of management (Fayol, 1916/1949; Fischer et al., 2017;
Kobrak, 2002; Reilly, 2013; Schmidt & Pohler, 2016). Whether management is an aspect of
leadership or leadership is an aspect of management, the two cannot be separated in practice
(Mintzberg, 2009, 2019). Mintzberg (2019) said the belief that of leadership can be differentiated
from management, typically, by glorifying leadership at the expense of management, is a
“fable… [that] has been bad for management and worse for leadership” (p. 14).
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Leadership as Inherently Good. Elsewhere, Mintzberg (2009) suggested leadership
should be viewed as “management practiced well” (p. 9). Years earlier, Mintzberg (1971)
provided a detailed review of what managers actually do. However, Mintzberg’s definition of
leadership (“management practiced well”) suggests the same thinking as Burns (1978); that is,
only good leadership qualifies as leadership. Mintzberg’s definition suggests that management
practiced badly is not leadership. Burns argued that Hitler, once he gained power and eliminated
his opponents, ceased to be a leader and instead became a tyrant. For Burns leaders are
inherently good, and once they become bad, they, like Hitler, cease to be leaders.
Good and Bad Leadership. Kellerman (2004) argued that leadership should not be
limited to good leadership because doing so is confusing and misleading. It is confusing, she
said, because—despite the lack of an agreed upon definition in the scholarly literature—most
people think of Hitler, for example, as a leader, albeit one of the worst leaders—and perhaps the
most vile and evil—in human history. Limiting leadership to only good leadership is misleading,
she said, because most definitions of leadership use descriptive terms that are value free (e.g.,
leadership as influence). She also argued that defining leadership as inherently good does a
disservice because good leadership can be better understood by studying both good and bad
leadership.
Leadership is a Relational Process Practiced by Many. In his popular textbook on
leadership, which surveys most contemporary theories, Northouse (2016) said, “Leadership is a
process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p.
6). Northouse’s definition is arguably a sufficient general definition, but it does seem to suggest
a unidirectional relationship—a relationship limited only to influence. In another popular
textbook on leadership, Yukl (2013) made it clear that influence can be bidirectional:
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“Leadership is the process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs to be
done and how to do it, and the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to
accomplish shared objectives” (p. 7).
Yukl’s (2013) definition is consistent with Burns’ (1978) in that those in follower roles
also influence those in leader roles via some outward behavior or behaviors, such as
communication. The definition suggests leadership is not only a process, but it is relational
because “influencing,” “agreeing,” and “collective” require a relationship with at least one other
person. Moreover, the definition suggests that leadership need not be romanticized such that it
applies only to a select few star-quality leaders—a major complaint of Mintzberg’s (2009).
Instead, leadership is a common phenomenon practiced by most everyone. “It is an affair of
parents, teachers, and peers as well as of preachers and politicians” (Burns, 1978, pp. 426–427),
and leadership may therefore be practiced positively or negatively.
Leadership Defined by Implication? That leadership is, or at least can be practiced by
everyone is important. Some lead or follow primarily, but shifting roles is common (Kellerman,
2005). Whether leadership is an aspect of management, management is an aspect of leadership,
or whether they are completely different roles manifested in different people, cannot be resolved
here. However, the survey-based research on negative and positive leaders seems to presuppose
that bosses, managers, supervisors, etc., are all leaders for the purposes of empirical science, and
many examples are possible to note.
For example, when Schmidt (2008) validated his TLS, he asked respondents to rate their
“supervisors” (p. 101). R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) did the same when he used the TLS in his
studies. Argobast (2018) inquired about each participant’s “most recent (or current) supervisor or
leader” (p. 98). In their study of destructive leaders, Erickson et al. (2015) “asked respondents to
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think of a ‘bad’ leader” (p. 268). Scroggins (2019), when using Schmidt’s TLS, asked about each
participant’s “mentor pastor” (p. 165). Liden et al. (2008), in the validation of the full servant
leadership scale asked each participant about his or her “manager” (p. 168). Liden et al. (2015),
in the validation of the short form of the scale asked each participant about his or her “leader,”
which, as presented, was synonymous for boss or supervisor. Even Schmidt’s (2008) definition
of toxic leaders equates leaders with supervisors who could be considered bosses, managers,
supervisors, directors, administrators, etc.: “Toxic leaders are ‘narcissistic, self-promoters who
engage in an unpredictable pattern of abusive and authoritarian supervision” (p. 57).
Summary: What is Leadership in Theory and Research?
Again, it was not the aim of the present study to solve the debate about what, exactly,
leadership is. Rather, a pragmatic approach was adopted. The theological literature recognizes
positive and negative leaders and positive and negative leadership (R. M. Bell, 2019; S. Bell,
2014; Cushman, 2020). The scientific literature does the same in several survey-based studies
(Argobast, 2018; R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Erickson et al., 2015; Liden et al., 2008, 2015;
Schmidt, 2008; Scroggins, 2019). Despite a polemic debate in the literature about what a leader
is, leading to an inordinate number of definitions (Northouse, 2016), research subjects in the
empirical literature appear to have defined leaders, at least implicitly, as anyone who has some
level of authority over them. Kellerman (2004) defined followers as those with less power or
authority than their superiors, which appears consistent with how followers viewed themselves in
the survey research cited above. Leaders, whatever they do, whether positively or negatively,
practice leadership. All the scales used in the survey research cited above were designed to
measure some type of leadership regardless of the term used (e.g., supervisor, manager).
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The underlying theoretical and research assumptions noted by Mendonca and Kanungo
(2007) still apply. Whether seeking followers’ perceptions for the purposes of studying negative
or positive leaders, investigators must accept Mendonca’s and Kanungo’s first two assumptions
that a group phenomenon (i.e., between at least a follower-leader pair) is at play and that roles
are attributed to two or more persons in a relationship. For example, Schmidt (2008) and Liden
et al. (2008), who were interested in toxic and servant leadership, respectively, had to make both
the first and the second assumptions. Survey participants’ responses about their “leaders”
demonstrate they attributed leader status to somebody or there would have been no data to
analyze. Both made the third assumption as the instruments they used asked participants about
leaders’/supervisors’ behaviors (e.g., belittling, in Schmidt). Both made the fourth assumption
about a context. For Schmidt, the larger context was the U. S. Military; for Liden et al., it was
college students’ workplaces—wherever they may have been. Finally, both made the fifth
assumption noted by Mendonca and Kanungo: an attempt, at the least, for leaders (supervisors,
mentors, etc.) to influence followers in some way, whether through the toxic leader’s use of
control as measured in Schmidt’s TLS or the manager’s use of encouragement as measured in
Liden et al.’s servant leadership scale. Thus, even in the absence of a precise definition of
leadership, both positive and negative leadership can be studied theoretically and empirically,
and findings are therefore, at least potentially, meaningful.
Effects of Negative Leadership
COR Theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001; Hobfoll et al., 2018) predicts that negative leadership
increases stress and reduces follower resources leading to negative outcomes. Erickson et al.
(2007) conducted an exploratory study of the impact of leaders who practiced negative
leadership on their followers. Those negative leaders included those who were autocratic, poor
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communicators, lacked integrity, exhibited inconsistent or erratic behavior, and exhibited poor
interpersonal behavior. Survey participants reported that negative leaders made them feel angry,
confused, threatened, stressed, and desirous to leave their jobs. Consistent with COR theory,
respondents also reported a loss of motivation and an accompanying reduction in performance
along with a sense of lowered self-esteem and a greater sense of risk avoidance. Accountability
for the leaders who practiced negative leadership was low: Almost 20% of respondents reported
no negative consequences for the leader, and almost 45% reported the leaders were rewarded or
promoted.
Tepper (2000) found that followers’ perceptions of abusive supervision were associated
with several negative outcomes, including a greater likelihood of followers feeling less satisfied
with, and less committed to, their jobs. As Erickson et al. (2007) found, followers reported they
also felt more likely to quit. Negative effects were not limited to the workplace; respondents also
reported a greater sense of general psychological distress and more conflict at home. Henriques
et al. (2019) found destructive leadership was associated with a decrease in follower innovation
and a reduction in followers’ perceptions of a caring environment. More specifically,
respondents reported they did not feel their work environments were those in which everybody’s
needs were considered.
Schmidt (2014), who also used COR theory as his guiding framework, found group-level
job satisfaction, organizational trust and commitment, and group productivity were all negatively
impacted by toxic leadership. Schyns’ and Schilling’s (2013) meta-analysis of the effects of
negative leadership included 57 studies that considered, among others, abusive supervision and
leadership, petty tyranny, toxic leadership, and tyrannical leadership. They found negative
leadership negatively correlated with several outcomes including followers’ attitudes towards
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their leaders, job satisfaction, job-related attitudes, counterproductive work behaviors,
organization-wide performance, and individual follower performance.
The strongest effects Schyns and Schilling (2013) found concerned followers’ attitudes
towards their leaders, which suggests leader-follower relationships are inhibited. Interestingly,
the correlation between followers’ direct resistance to their leaders (i.e., behaviors rather than
attitudes) were weaker than those for some other outcomes, including attitudes towards their
leaders. The second strongest effect they found involved counterproductive work behaviors, that
is, indirect resistance, which suggests followers resist in ways they believe are least likely to lead
to discovery (i.e., a passive aggressive form of retaliation). Consistent with some of the research
noted above, follower well-being reportedly also suffered—both inside and outside
organizations—which suggests that negative leadership impacts people well beyond an
organization itself.
Servant Leadership
Servant leadership was discussed above in regard to its value as a representation of
positive leadership. It was compared with the theologically derived model of toxic leadership
developed by R. M. Bell (2019) and Cushman (2020) and argued to be consistent. Here, the
discussion focuses on the theoretical and empirical literature more generally.
Robert Greenleaf (1997/2002) said he got the idea of the servant as leader from reading
Herman Hesse’s Journey to the East: Leo, the main character in the story, is a servant tasked
with basic chores for the remainder of the group who are on a journey together. However, Leo’s
presence as a servant in the group was more meaningful than anybody realized after he went
missing. At that point, Greenleaf noted, the remainder of the group could not function as they
had when Leo was present, and the journey was cut short. Without Leo, the organizational
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objectives could not be met. Some years later, Greenleaf explained, the narrator, a character in
the book, happened upon Leo, at which time Leo was serving as a well-respected and revered
leader. Greenleaf said he surmised that Leo was a leader all along, that is, servanthood was Leo’s
nature, and he led by serving. “The servant-leader is servant first” (Greenleaf, 2002, p. 23).
Since Greenleaf’s (1977/2002) introduction to servant leadership, many versions have
been presented in the literature (Anderson, 2018). However, there are 10 generally accepted
essential characteristics of servant leadership (Spears, 1995; van Dierendonck, 2011). van
Dierendonck (2011) noted that Spears (1995) distilled them quite well, which van Dierendonck
summarized as follows:
These [essential servant leadership characteristics] are (1) listening, emphasizing the
importance of communication and seeking to identify the will of the people; (2) empathy,
understanding others and accepting how and what they are; (3) healing, the ability to help
make whole; (4) awareness, being awake; (5) persuasion, seeking to influence others
relying on arguments not on positional power; (6) conceptualization, thinking beyond the
present-day need and stretching it into a possible future; (7) foresight, foreseeing
outcomes of situations and working with intuition, (8) stewardship, holding something in
trust and serving the needs of others; (9) commitment to the growth of people, nurturing
the personal, professional, and spiritual growth of others; (10) building community,
emphasizing that local communities are essential in a persons’ life. (p. 1232; all emphasis
added)
Many of the essential characteristics suggest servant leadership is clearly relational and takes
place in community, which, if not clear, Greenleaf (2002) made explicit when he asked about
effects on followers and society itself: “Do those served grow as persons…? And what is the
effect on the least privileged in society?” (p. 24).
van Dierendonck (2011), however, cautioned that “regretfully, Spears never took his
characteristics to the next step by formulating a model that differentiates between the
intrapersonal aspects, interpersonal aspects, and outcomes of servant leadership” (p. 1232).
Moreover, he said, the characteristics were never operationalized—a view shared by Winston
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and Fields (2015)—making scientific study difficult. However, based on his closer review and
synthesis of the theoretical literature and the accompanying empirical data, van Dierendonck said
six key characteristics of servant leadership emerged: “Servant-leaders empower and develop
people; they show humility, are authentic, accept people for who they are, provide direction, and
are stewards who work for the good of the whole” (p. 1232; all emphasis added).
van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) found support for a model consisting of the
following dimensions: empowerment (enabling, encouraging, and coaching motivated by the
intrinsic value of each follower); accountability (for only what the follower can control);
standing back (in essence, foregrounding the follower[s] and remaining in a support role in the
background); humility (knowing one’s limitations); authenticity (accurately representing
oneself); courage (willing to take risks and challenge conventional norms); interpersonal
acceptance (ability to empathize as well as to forgive perceived wrongs); and stewardship
(putting organizational interests above one’s own).
Servant Leadership Weaknesses: Unclear Construct and Redundancy
Anderson (2018) conducted a review of the literature on transformational and servant
leadership and concluded that “the prevalence of several versions of theories on servant
leadership and transformational leadership implies that they are no longer specific and useful
theories” (p. 762). The problem, he said, is the lack of consistency in how the construct is
defined and therefore used to move the science forward:
Because the vast majority of empirical investigations on servant leadership have neither
defined or measured the concept in a sufficiently similar manner nor aimed at explaining
the same outcomes, the scholarship on servant leadership has not progressed….
Consequently, servant leadership theory is today not one specific theory. (pp. 770–771).
Anderson provided persuasive evidence supporting the premises of his argument, but his
conclusion that servant leadership theory—or theories, as he correctly noted—is not useful is
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also not supported by the literature (Lee et al., 2020). The more general discussion about
leadership theory and research assumptions noted above apply here. Anderson’s criticisms are
valid and worth noting, but van Dierendonck’s (2011) synthesis of the literature demonstrates
that it is possible to distill the overlapping literature into something useful. Together, Anderson
and van Dierendonck suggest caution in future research, allowing theory to advance.
In their meta-analysis of servant leadership, Lee et al. (2020) conceded the “longstanding debate regarding the conceptual overlap and potential redundancy of the SL construct
with related constructs (e.g., transformational, ethical, authentic...) continues to plague the
literature” (p. 2). They agreed with Anderson (2018) that servant leadership, regardless of how it
is delineated, tends to correlate highly with other positive leadership constructs, an effect they
also corroborated in their meta-analysis. Eva et al. (2019) made similar criticisms regarding the
lack of a clear and coherent construct. Thus, the servant leadership construct is neither without
its critics nor its problems.
Benefits of Employing Servant Leadership
Hoch et al. (2016) investigated more contemporary forms of positive leadership,
specifically authentic, ethical, and servant leadership, to learn if they offered any benefits over
the longstanding transformational leadership of Burns (1978) and Bass (1999), who developed a
version with a greater emphasis on the moral aspect of the construct. In essence, the question was
whether the newer forms of positive leadership offered any benefits in explaining outcome
variance over that of the gold-standard of transformational leadership. In their series of metaanalyses, Hoch et al. found incremental validity of servant leadership over that of
transformational leadership. They found servant leadership was significantly associated with job
performance and satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational commitment,
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and engagement, among others. Moreover, servant leadership significantly increased the
incremental predictive validity over transformational leadership in that it explained more of the
variance in organizational citizenship behaviors.
Lee et al. (2020) conducted a more extensive meta-analysis than did Hoch et al. (2016).
Lee et al. analyzed 130 different studies—substantially more than the 49 studies of Hoch et al.—
and drew similar conclusions. Specifically, they found that servant leadership, despite the
problems Anderson (2018) noted, has predictive validity over that of other positive leadership
constructs (transformational, authentic, and ethical). They also found that the benefits of servant
leadership can be attributed, in part, to followers’ trust in their leaders, procedural justice (which
can be summarized as fairness), and leader-member exchange. These findings are consistent with
van Dierendonck (2011) who emphasized the importance of LMX, trust and fairness in
enhancing outcomes. Moreover, COR theory would predict at least some, if not all, of the
benefits of servant leadership as servant leaders provide resources, e.g., an understanding
supervisor is viewed as a resource (Hobfoll, 2001), and, of course, COR theory would predict the
opposite effect for toxic leaders.
Validated Measure of an Empirically Based Model of Servant Leadership
An Empirically Based Model. Liden et al. (2008) found support for a seven-dimension
model of servant leadership. The model includes emotional healing (sensitivity to the concerns
of others); creating value for the community (having a genuine concern for helping); conceptual
skills (having the knowledge necessary to support and assist followers); empowering
(encouraging and facilitating others); helping subordinates grow and succeed (by caring and
mentoring); putting subordinates first (by making their needs a priority); and behaving ethically
(being open, fair, and honest).
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Valid Measure of Servant Leadership. Eva et al. (2019) conducted an extensive review
of 20 years’ worth of articles (1998 to 2018) on servant leadership. In total, they reviewed 285
different papers, and, like van Dierendonck (2011), synthesized the literature. As part of their
review, they assessed the validity of 16 different measures (survey instruments) of servant
leadership. They used seven criteria to assess the rigor of the methods used to validate the
different instruments, and found three met all seven criteria, which included the Global Servant
Leadership Scale, Short Form (SL-7; Liden et al., 2015), the instrument used in the present
study.
Followership
Kellerman: Followers, Followership, and Fluidity
Kellerman (2004) defined “followers by rank: followers are subordinates who have less
power, authority, and influence than do their superiors and who therefore usually, but not
invariably, fall into line” (p. xix). She defined followership as “the response of those in
subordinate positions (followers) to those in superior ones (leaders). Followership implies a
relationship (rank), between subordinates and superiors, and a response (behavior), of the
former to the latter” (p. xx). Kellerman noted the distinction between leaders and followers can
be fluid, but she added that some people tend to be followers primarily while others tend to be
leaders primarily. Moreover, she said that many people tend to be both followers (subordinates)
and leaders (superiors) at the same time (e.g., middle managers) because most people will always
be accountable to at least another person. Finally, she argued that everybody starts out as a
follower: Children follow parents, and later they follow other leaders before leading others.
Kellerman (2004) argued that followers follow leaders for several reasons. Followers
determine it is in their best interests to follow their leaders as well as their fellow followers, the
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latter of whom bring order, stability, and a sense of belonging because, she argued, followers
tend to choose the groups to which they belong. As social beings, people benefit (alternatively,
are rewarded) for being part of a group, and leaders, as well as followers, provide the means to
achieve common goals. The benefits, she said, are the reason some followers will remain with
leaders who do not act in followers’ best interests. According to Kellerman, the follower-leader
relationship is impacted by variables such as group size, the leadership style or characteristics of
the leader, and the followership style or characteristics of the follower—which may be positive
or negative too—however, she categorized followers into five different types based on a single
dimension: level of engagement.
Kelley’s Followership Styles
The Importance of Followers. R. E. Kelley (1992) wrote what appears to be the first
book for followers on the topic of followership. Like Mintzberg (2009), Kelley was concerned
with “the high cost of leadership worship” (p. 19). He argued leadership was a myth. By that, he
meant that the view of leaders as superstars who are responsible for achieving target objectives
was wrong. Rather, he said, followers were responsible for most achievements—including those
of leaders. “Followers determine not only if someone will be accepted as a leader but also if that
leader will be effective. Effective followers are critical for a leader’s or organization’s success”
(p. 13).
R. E. Kelley (1992) wrote his book for followers. He encouraged followers to become
what he called exemplary followers. Interestingly, or perhaps ironically, Kelley, like Greenleaf
(1997/2002) was inspired by Herman Hesse’s Journey to the East. Kelley noted that “some
people interpret Hesse to mean that Leo, although a servant, was in reality the journey’s leader…
[without which] everything fails. I [Kelley] interpret Hesse’s story differently” (p. 25). To
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Kelley, Leo was “the quintessential exemplary follower, the kind of person that no leader or
group can succeed without” (p. 25). When Leo left, rather than demonstrating that the group
lacked a leader, Kelley said it demonstrated the other group members’ complete lack of skills as
followers because, “without effective followership, as Leo displayed, organizations and leaders
fail” (p. 26).
Kelley’s Followership Styles. R. E. Kelley (1992) categorized followers according to
one of five followership styles. He viewed followership as a two-dimensional construct that
could be viewed on two axes. Follower critical thinking is plotted on the vertical (y-) axis, and
follower engagement is plotted on the horizontal (x-) axis. Those high in independent critical
thinking (ICT), as measured using Kelley’s Followership Styles Questionnaire, score higher on
the vertical axis. Those low in ICT—what Kelley called, dependent critical thinking—score
lower on the vertical axis. Followers high in active engagement (AE), as measured using the
questionnaire, score higher on the horizontal axis. Those low in AE—what Kelley referred to as
passive, as opposed to active, engagement—score lower on the horizontal axis. Engagement runs
from left to right, with the left side indicating passivity, and the right, activity. Critical thinking
runs up and down, with the top indicating ICT, and the bottom indicating, dependent, uncritical
thinking.
Thus, the two axes cross to form four quadrants that form the basis of R. E. Kelley’s
(1992) followership styles. Scores intersecting in the upper left quadrant indicate an alienated
follower; the lower left, a passive follower; the upper right, an exemplary follower; and the lower
right, a conformist follower. Finally, Kelley considered scores in the center (i.e., near the
intersection of the x- and y-axes and in any quadrant) to indicate pragmatist followers. Alienated
followers are critical thinkers, but they are more passive and do not participate with the group
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much. Passive followers do not do much thinking on their own, so they need to be told what to
do and they also do not participate much with the group. Exemplary followers are thinkers who
engage with their group members because they are truly committed to them and the organization.
Conformist followers do not think on their own. They take orders, but they are engaged with the
group. Pragmatists are middle of the road. They will think and challenge others—including the
leader—at times, but they do not like to rock the boat too much, and their level of engagement is
moderate.
Chaleff’s Courageous Follower
Chaleff (2009) overlapped with some of what R. E. Kelley (1992) offered in his
understanding of followership; however, Kellerman (2004) was correct when she described
Chaleff’s work as “more of a self-help book” (p. 82) than Kelley’s. Still, Chaleff reinforced
Kelley’s concern about the overemphasis on what they viewed as the undeserved star-power
often granted to leaders in much of the leadership literature. Chaleff argued that followers and
leaders serve in different roles, but they share a common purpose in that they both serve the
organization as stewards of the organization’s resources. For Chaleff, followership is “the
condition that permits leadership to exist and gives it its strength” (p. 17). Like Kelley, Chaleff
encouraged followers to contribute willfully (i.e., to engage) and intelligently (i.e., think).
In particular, Chaleff (2009) argued followers need to have the courage to challenge a
leader whenever the follower perceives the leader is not acting in the best interests of the
organization or is otherwise abusing power. Of course, negative leaders are those who are most
likely to abuse their power or put their agendas before that of the organization, which means
followers would need to respond (courageously) accordingly, suggesting positive versus negative
leadership styles can impact followership styles. Whether one speaks of courage, bravery, risk-
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taking, venturesomeness, etc., self-efficacy (discussed below) is implicated given its association
with such concepts (Basinska & Dåderman, 2018; Newark et al., 2016).
Common Theme: Engagement
Followers and leaders require one another to exist, and yet followership has been
neglected when compared to the leadership literature (Chaleff, 2009; Kellerman, 2004; R. E.
Kelley, 1992). Like leaders, followers can be positive or negative, or good or bad, and those
characteristics can interact among followers and leaders (Kellerman, 2004). Followers’
commitment to an organization can be gauged by, among other variables, their level of
engagement in an organization (Chaleff, 2009; Kellerman, 2004; R. E. Kelley, 1992).
Engagement levels vary for different reasons (Kellerman, 2004), but followers have control of
how they respond, and they have a duty to act in the best interest of the organization (Chaleff,
2009; R. E. Kelley, 1992), which includes all members of the follower’s group, including the
leader (R. E. Kelley, 1992). COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001; Hobfoll et al., 2018) predicts
followership variables, such as engagement, can be expected to vary based on the practice of
positive or negative leadership. This is consistent with prior findings that engagement, along
with job satisfaction, is positively associated with servant leadership (Hoch et al., 2016).
Leader-Member Exchange Theory
Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory is a relationship-based approach to describe and
prescribe (positive) leadership (Northouse, 2016).
LMX theory describes the nature of the relations between leaders and their followers.
High-quality relations between a leader and his or her followers (i.e., the “in group”) are
based on trust and mutual respect, whereas low-quality relations between a leader and his
or her followers (i.e., the “out group”) are based on the fulfillment of contractual
obligations. LMX theory predicts that high-quality relations generate more positive
leader outcomes than do lower quality relations, which has been supported empirically.
(Day & Antonakis, 2017, p. 9)
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The more high-quality exchanges that occur between a leader and his or her followers, the better
the outcomes, in general, although not all leader-follower relationships are necessarily equal.
Some leader-follower relationships are of greater quality than others—what Graen and Uhl-Bien
(1995) called “mature leadership relationships” or true “partnerships” (p. 225) between a leader
and some followers.
In the early literature, such partners who went above and beyond were known as the
leader’s in-group as opposed to the out-group, the latter of which were characterized as able
followers who simply did what was required of them (Northouse, 2016, p. 157). Although the
theory has matured beyond such oversimplified dichotomous classifications (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995), the distinctions are helpful to differentiate between the different poles on the continuum
of possible relationships, from lower to higher quality.
According to Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995), LMX is both transactional and
transformational. They described the transition from transactional to transformational as one that
evolves over time. Initially, the exchange process between leader and follower is limited to basic
transactions that may be material (e.g., providing necessary supplies) or social (e.g., support,
approval, or other psychological benefits). The leader-member exchange process is dependent
upon, and therefore comprised of, those social exchanges, however. As the leader-follower
relationship evolves—if it evolves—transformational leadership results.
The process described by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) is consistent with Schmidt’s (2008)
finding that toxic leadership negatively correlated with LMX, as measured by the LMX-7 (Graen
& Uhl-Bien, 1995). Schmidt’s findings, in turn, offer support for Graen’s and Uhl-Bien’s
conclusion that LMX consists of three dimensions: respect, trust, and obligation, characteristics
one would predict would be weak or lacking in an unhealthy (toxic) leader-follower relationship.
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According to Pelletier (2012), LMX out-group members tend to perceive leaders to be more
toxic and report greater desire to challenge leaders.
Organizational Culture
According to Cameron and Quinn (2011), “A majority of writers agree that the concept
of culture refers to the taken-for-granted values, underlying assumptions, expectations, and
definitions that characterize organizations and their members” (“The Meaning of Organizational
Culture” section). In other words, the primary viewpoint is sociological, in the sense that each
organization has its own culture, as opposed to anthropological, in the sense that each
organization is its own culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Organizational culture, therefore, has
a direct impact on those within the organization and gives the organization a sense of identity:
Organizational culture supports individual communication, collaboration, goals, passions
and development. The development of organizational culture contributes to the
responsibility and personal development of individuals…. In general, organizational
culture is the whole that enables the establishment of corporate identity by establishing
the values that the institutions bring from their historical backgrounds to define the
organization. (Adıgüzel & Küçükoğlu, 2019, p. 189).
Logically, a culture can be supportive or unsupportive of leaders and followers alike. Supportive
organizational environments that provide workers with needed psychological resources can
reduce the effects of variables that negatively impact on well-being (Bakker & Demerouti,
2006).
To measure organizational culture, Küçükoğlu & Adıgüzel (2019) developed the
Organizational Culture Scale (OCS) based on adaptations of scales developed and validated by
others, including Cameron and Quinn (2011). It is a brief, seven-item instrument. Examples of
items on the OCS are “There is a strong communication between the employees in the institution
I work for,” and “In our organization, employees nurture a sense of loyalty and trust towards
each other” (p. 191).
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Workgroup Cohesion
Closely related to organizational culture is workgroup cohesion. Whereas organizational
culture—an element of the environmental domain of the toxic triangle—applies to the
organization as a whole, workgroup cohesion is, from the follower’s perspective, a more
localized variable. That is, workgroup cohesion is limited to those in a follower’s more
immediate environment. A cohesive group is one that demonstrates unity in purpose as those in
the group work together to achieve their group goals as well as to supply, as necessary, one
another’s affective needs (Pomerance & Merlini, 2018). Just as a supportive organizational
culture can supply psychological resources and reduce the negative impacts on well-being,
workgroup cohesion should do the same even in the absence of a more global organizational
culture. In fact, Schmidt (2014) found workgroup cohesion completely mediated the
relationships between certain toxic leadership dimensions and job satisfaction measured at the
group level.
Self-efficacy/General Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy is “the belief that an individual can execute the actions necessary to achieve
a valued goal” (Gallagher, 2012, p. 314). Alternatively,
Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one's capabilities to mobilize the motivation,
cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational demands.
Self-beliefs of efficacy affect the challenges that are undertaken, the amount of effort
expended in an endeavor, the level of perseverance in the face of difficulties, whether
thinking patterns take self-aiding or self-impeding forms, and vulnerability to stress and
depression. (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 408)
Unlike many personality traits, one’s perception of self-efficacy is not necessarily stable across
all contexts but rather can be context or goal specific (Gallagher, 2012). According to Bandura
(1977), “people fear and tend to avoid threatening situations they believe exceed their coping
skills, whereas they get involved in activities and behave assuredly when they judge themselves
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capable of handling situations that would otherwise be intimidating” (p. 194). In other words,
people are motivated to act based on internal cognitive appraisals of their perceptions of their
respective abilities to achieve their personal goals, which are based, in part, on past successes
and failures. The greater one’s perception of self-efficacy is, generally, the greater the goals one
sets, and the greater one’s commitment to achieving them (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 408).
There is no known specific measure of toxic leader-related self-efficacy as there are
specific measures for, for example, nutrition self-efficacy or alcohol resistance self-efficacy
(Schwarzer & Renner, 2009). However, self-efficacy has also been conceptualized generally,
referring to “a generalized sense of self-efficacy that refers to global confidence in one’s coping
ability across a wide range of demanding or novel situations,” and this general self-efficacy
(GSE) “aims at a broad and stable sense of personal competence to deal effectively with a variety
of stressful situations” (Scholz et al., 2002, p. 243). Research suggests that GSE is a
unidimensional, universal construct (Scholz et al., 2002). Additionally, GSE is a personal
resource (Alvaro et al, 2010), and the second principle of COR theory states that all people—
followers included—have to invest resources to either gain resources or protect from losses, and
such resources can include skills or confidence necessary to thrive in a difficult work
environment (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Unless the context indicates a specific type of self-efficacy is
being discussed, references to self-efficacy mean general self-efficacy.
Rationale for Study and Gap in the Literature
Several researchers have investigated toxic forms of leadership (Ashforth, 1987, 1994;
Bell, 2017, 2020; Hornstein, 1996; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Reed, 2015; Schmidt, 2008, 2014)
Tepper, 2000, 2007), which is the antitheses of positive/servant leadership. Recognizing,
preventing, or eliminating toxic leadership is important because it has been found to have a
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variety of negative effects on organizations and people (Erickson et al., 2007; Tepper, 2000), but
providing a simple method to recognize toxic leadership is easier said than done. Additionally,
there is still a paucity of research on toxic leaders’ effects on followers (R. M. Bell, 2017). The
current research on toxic leadership consists largely of qualitative taxonomies of toxic leaders’
behaviors or characteristics based on case studies (Kellerman, 2005; Lipman-Blumen, 2005);
although, more recent scholarship has produced quantitatively derived dimensions (Argobast,
2018; R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Schmidt, 2008, 2014).
To date, however, no research has been conducted to determine what is normative for
leaders perceived by followers as either toxic or non-toxic. There is research on good leaders and
there is research on bad leaders, but with the possible exception of one study with very limited
application (Liță, 2019), no direct comparisons of toxic and nontoxic leaders have been
conducted. In Liță’s (2019) research, however, the leader type of each of the four leaders in the
study was inferred by the researcher; it was not provided by those rating the leaders. To assess
divergent validity with the TLS, Schmidt (2008) compared TLS ratings to ratings on a scale
measuring transformational leadership. However, more recent scholarship has found that servant
leadership may be a better choice for comparison because servant leadership better explained
outcome variance than did transformational leadership on variables such as employee
engagement and job satisfaction (Hoch et al., 2016).
Most investigators of toxic leadership who have used Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) TLS in
their research have either asked respondents to provide their perceptions about presumably toxic
leaders only (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020) or they have looked at how toxic leadership correlates with
certain outcomes (Dobbs, 2014; Fitzgibbons, 2018; Scroggins, 2019). That is, investigators have
been interested in, for example, how higher or lower scores on the TLS correlated with higher or
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lower negative outcomes. Thus, it is not known how well any set of features (i.e., toxic
leadership qualities, characteristics, or elements forming the dimensions of toxic leadership)
could be used to correctly classify those leaders that followers perceived as either toxic or nontoxic leaders. Logically, the more complete the dimensions are that are included, the greater the
chance of identifying how the two populations differ such that good classification is possible.
Finally, in their extensive review of the literature on servant leadership, Eva et al. (2019)
recommended future research consider COR theory and how organizational culture might
influence the display of servant leadership. Though not addressed directly, the present study
assessed how organizational culture is associated with both servant and toxic leadership. Thus,
practical purposes (i.e., identifying perceived toxic leaders) and theoretical purposes (e.g.,
discriminant validity, understanding relationships among variables) were investigated by
addressing a gap in the literature, that is, the lack of a direct comparison of perceived toxic and
nontoxic leaders.
Profile of the Current Study
The study was an experimental and ex post facto survey. It was experimental in that
eligible participants who had a history of having served under both a negative and positive leader
were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: They either rated a current or former toxic or
nontoxic leader under whom they had served. Those who had not served under both types rated
their current or most recent leader. The study included variables from all domains of the toxic
triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). Specifically, followership data (i.e., self-reports of general selfefficacy, job satisfaction and work engagement), organizational/environmental data (i.e.,
organizational culture and workgroup cohesion), and leader data (i.e., perceptions of toxic and
servant leadership) were requested from participants.
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The study also included measures of leadership incompetence using the subscale Singh
(2019) developed in her TLS. Singh found the incompetence dimension forms part of the toxic
leader construct, which is consistent with the literature on toxic leadership (Cushman, 2020;
Gangel, 2008; Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Whicker, 1996). If Schmidt’s (2008,
2014) five-dimension model can be improved with the addition of a leadership incompetence
dimension, that would provide evidence that the construct is broader, at least theoretically, than
currently believed.
This study is the first reported for which participants have indicated how they perceived
their leaders (as toxic or nontoxic), which allowed for estimates of the classification accuracies
of the TLS and SL-7. It also provides some evidence of the convergent and divergent validity of
each scale. The current lack of classification accuracy is a weakness in the literature and having
even a rudimentary understanding of classification estimates would allow for a clearer
understanding of some of the quantitative research already available.
Finally, to allow for better comparison across studies of toxic and servant leadership, job
satisfaction was measured using a brief, three-item measure. “Job satisfaction refers to an
attitude that reflects a positive or negative affective judgment of [the rater’s] current job”
(Albowicz, 2018, p. 2). As a commonly measured outcome variable in the toxic leadership
literature (Gallus et al., 2013; Glick et al., 2018; Schmidt, 2008), it provides a reference point to
allow comparison with other studies.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter outlines the research design, an experimental and ex post facto survey. First,
a summary of the problem and the purpose of the study is provided. Next, the research questions
and the related hypotheses are provided. Sampling procedures and the rationale for those
procedures are also provided. After discussing the measures used in the study, including their
score reliabilities and validity histories from prior research, the data analysis and statistical
procedures are outlined and explained as they apply to each of the research questions.
Research Design Synopsis
This chapter provides a description of the research design, starting with a summary the
research problem and a restatement of the purpose of the research along with the research
questions and associated hypotheses. In brief, a combined ex post facto and experimental design
(Leedy and Ormrod, 2019) was conducted. Specifically, a survey in which each participant
meeting the survey eligibility requirements and having had exposure to both toxic and nontoxic
leaders were randomly assigned to provide their perceptions of either a perceived toxic or
nontoxic leader under whom they had served or were serving. Those who only served under a
single leader type could not be randomly assigned and therefore were asked to rate their current
leaders. Participants were also requested to provide data on other related variables of interest as
potential moderator variables or covariates. The statistical analyses conducted to establish
reliability and validity of each scale will be discussed in more detail below, as they varied by
scale, along with discussions of historical findings from relevant studies to demonstrate support
for the instruments used in the study.
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The Problem
Until recently, most research on toxic leadership—which can be described in some sense
as being the antithesis of servant leadership—has been based on qualitative case studies resulting
in taxonomies of toxic behaviors or characteristics (Kellerman, 2004; Lipman-Blumen, 2004;
Whicker, 1996). In 2008, Schmidt developed a quantitative survey instrument to assess
followers’ perceptions of toxic leadership: the Toxic Leadership Scale (TLS). He subsequently
validated a short form of the instrument on an independent sample (Schmidt, 2014). Both
versions (i.e., the full and short versions) have been used by others in various studies with varied
populations (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Dobbs, 2014, 2019; Fitzgibbons, 2017; Johnson, 2018;
Matos et al., 2018; Paltu, 2020; Scroggins, 2019). However, there have been no studies in which
data was collected and reported from respondents who explicitly classified leaders as perceived
toxic or nontoxic. Despite the recognized harms of toxic leadership (Kellerman, 2004; LipmanBlumen, 2005; Padilla et al., 2007; Erickson et al., 2007; Pelletier, 2010), no direct comparisons
of such perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders, such as servant leaders (Greenleaf, 2002,
1997/2002), have been identified.
Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) TLS instruments are often cited in the literature; although, others
have created alternative instruments also designed to assess the toxic leadership construct
(Argobast, 2018; Pelletier, 2010; Singh, 2019). Of those, Singh’s (2019) version of a TLS, based
largely on the work of Schmidt, contains at least one additional dimension: managerial
incompetence. Interestingly, in a case study of the Pharisees based on the woes of Matthew 23,
Cushman (2020) suggested the toxic leadership construct may be missing an incompetence
dimension. To date, no others have assessed whether the incompetence dimension improves
Schmidt’s (2014) TLS.
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Finally, no known research using Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) TLS has specifically
investigated how certain variables from all domains of Padilla et al.’s (2007) toxic triangle might
covary with followers’ TLS ratings and outcome variables. R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) assessed R.
E. Kelley’s (1992) followership dimensions in the context of a toxic leader; however, results
were somewhat mixed. Beightel (2018) was the first to study the TLS in the context of other
elements of the toxic triangle; however, there were several shortcomings in the study that make
interpretation difficult. For example, sample size was very small (159) for the number of
variables (75); the general Organizational Culture Scale Beightel used had only two items after
an exploratory factor analyses (EFA), which resulted in a negative alpha coefficient rendering it
impossible to correct effect sizes for reliability; and EFA was used in place of confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). EFA is known to be “an error-prone procedure even when the scale being
analyzed has a strong factor structure, and even with large samples…” (Osborne, 2014, p. 51),
and EFA should never be used to validate an existing instrument (Osborne, 2014). EFA with a
variable to sample size ratio of 2:1—which was approximately the case in the Beightel study—
only identified the correct factor structure in 10% of samples in an empirical study of sample size
rules-of-thumb (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Moreover, EFA is an exploratory—not
confirmatory—technique (Osborne & Fitzpatrick, 2012).
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this combined quantitative experimental survey and ex post facto study
was to explore the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leadership
and how those relationships are associated with followers’ self-reported work engagement and
job satisfaction in the presence of LMX in-group/out group status, organizational culture,
workgroup cohesion, (follower) sex, and followers’ self-assessments of self-efficacy.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research questions and hypotheses were formulated to investigate the
research problem outlined above. The measures for each of the variables referenced in the
research questions and hypotheses are listed in Table 8.
Table 8 Variables Measured and the Scales to Measure Them
Variables Measured and the Scales to Measure Them
Variable
Toxic leadership
Managerial incompetence
Servant leadership
General self-efficacy
Organizational culture
Leader-member exchange in-group/outgroup status (LMX)
Group/Workgroup cohesion
Work engagement
Job satisfaction

Measure
Toxic Leadership Scale (TLS)
Singh’s (2019) Managerial Incompetence (MI) subscale
SL-7
General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE; short version)
Organizational Culture Scale (OCS)
LMX-7
DEOMI’s DEOCSa Group Cohesion subscale (WGC)
DEOMI’s DEOCS Work Engagement (WE) subscale
DEOMI’s DEOCS Job Satisfaction (JS) subscale

Note. Only variables measured with scales are included here.
a
DEOMI is the U.S. Government’s Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute, and the DEOCS is the
DEOMI’s Organizational Climate Survey.

Research Questions
RQ1. What classification model best categorizes followers’ perceptions of leader type
(i.e., toxic or nontoxic) using followers’ ratings on the TLS, a model with Singh’s managerial
incompetence dimension or one without it?
RQ2. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leaders as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and the SL-7?
RQ3. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ4. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the SL-7, and followers’ self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ5. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of leadership as
measured by a composite TLS and SL-7 score and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
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satisfaction with and without controlling for followers’ self-ratings of self-efficacy, sex, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion?
Research Hypotheses
To answer those five research questions, several hypotheses were formulated. The
number associated with each hypothesis corresponds to the research question with which the
hypothesis is associated. Some hypotheses address potential differences among ratings scores for
which, at the participant level, each participant provided the pair, or more, of scores subject to
analysis. Others address potential differences among scores for which two different groups of
participants provided the scores subject to analysis. To keep the research hypotheses clear, the
importance of those differences will only be noted here, but they will be considered during and
when reporting analyses. Additionally, references to “controlling for” a variable are used,
perhaps overly, generally. Whereas the variables, as predicted by the toxic triangle theory
(Padilla et al., 2007), all tend to influence one-another bi- and multi-directionally, “controlling
for” also includes moderation analyses when appropriate.
H1a. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS.
H1b. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS after controlling for sex,
LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
H1.c. The TLS can be reduced in length without statistically significantly reducing its
accuracy to discriminate between perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders.
H2a. Followers’ TLS and SL-7 rating scores will be negatively correlated.
H2b. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
SL-7, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic leaders, as measured by the SL-7.
H2c. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
TLS, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic/servant leaders, as measured by the TLS.
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H3a. TLS scores are negatively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion. (Note: Though standardized multiple regression weights are not, technically,
correlations; for explanatory models, it can help to think of such associations similarly when
comparing them to the zero-order correlations, particularly if the sign of a coefficient changes.)
H3b. Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between TLS scores and work engagement
and job satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion.
H3c. Female followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS are statistically significantly
higher than male followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS, and therefore are negatively
correlated, with and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion.
H4a. SL-7 scores are positively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion.
H4b. Female followers’ mean scores on the SL-7 are statistically significantly higher
than male followers’ mean rating scores on the SL-7, and therefore are positively correlated, with
and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
H5. Job satisfaction and work engagement will positively correlate with the composite
TLS and SL-7 scores with and without controlling for any effects of self-efficacy, sex, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion.
Research Design and Methodology
Combined Experimental and Ex Post Facto Design. The study was chiefly a combined
experimental and ex post facto design (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019). The ex post facto aspect of the
design specifically concerns biological sex, which obviously could not be randomly assigned.
The experimental aspect consisted of an experimental survey to explore the relationships
between the variables contained in the research questions. An experimental design is appropriate
because the random assignment of participants to rate either a perceived toxic or nontoxic leader
should, on average, result in an approximately even distribution of any unknown covariates that
could influence results (Agresti & Finlay, 1996; Edgington & Onghena, 2007; Tabachnick &
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Fidell, 2007, 2020; Thompson, 2006). Additionally, exploratory and supporting analyses were
conducted that could simply be considered generically as correlational or observational. The
differences can be observed in Table 9. The particular analytical methodologies varied based on
the research questions and hypotheses above. Those methods will be discussed separately.
Table 9 Overview of the Research Design
Overview of the Research Design
Group

Prior Condition

Investigation Period
Condition

Group

Status

Ratings/Scores

Experimental and Ex Post Facto Aspects
Group 1
Group 2

Male
Female

Random Assignment
Random Assignment

Group 1a

Toxic

Observed scores

Group 1b

Nontoxic

Observed scores

Group 2a

Toxic

Observed scores

Group 2b

Nontoxic

Observed scores

Group 3a

Toxic

Observed scores

Group 3b

Nontoxic

Observed scores

Group 4a

Toxic

Observed scores

Group 4b

Nontoxic

Observed scores

Correlational/Observational Aspects
Group 3
Group 4

Male
Female

No Random Assignment
No Random Assignment

Note. Table adapted from Leedy and Ormrod (2019). With two samples, U.S.A. and U.K., there were a total of 16
subgroups: 2 (Countries) x 2 (Male/Female) x 2 (Experimental/Observational) x 2 (Toxic/Nontoxic) = 16. Thus, it
was known in advance that some groups would be too small to allow meaningful statistical comparisons.

The design is, in part, based on that of Elhai et al. (2009) in which they conducted a
single study for which they “used experimental and quasi-experimental methods…, randomly
assigning trauma-exposed participants to the [two] different methodological conditions and
comparing them to nontrauma-exposed participants, using one set of procedures and
instruments” (p. 632). That is, they randomly assigned participants reporting exposure to prior
trauma to one of two groups (i.e., the experimental arm of the study), and those that had not
reported prior trauma were assigned to “rate PTSD symptoms globally in reference to any life
stressors they experienced” (i.e., the quasi-experimental arm of the study), the importance of

115
which was “in ensuring empirically supported PTSD assessment procedures” (p. 630). That is,
they were concerned that exposure history might influence participant ratings. The same concern
appears reasonable in the present study, and the same rationale applies.
Here, participants who reported exposure to both leader types, that is, those reporting a
history of working for or serving under at least one perceived toxic and at least one nontoxic
leader were randomly assigned to rate only one type of leader. Those who reported as having
served under only one leader type were assigned to rate their current leaders. The rationale is
almost identical to that of Elhai et al. (2009): Perceptions, and therefore ratings, could be
different for those with a history of certain prior exposure(s). In the present research,
specifically, the concern was that those with a history with a toxic leader might tend to rate
leaders differently on the TLS than those without such a history. The concern is grounded in
theory and prior research. First, COR theory predicts that those who have experienced prior
resource losses, as can occur serving under a toxic leader, will tend to focus on similar danger
cues:
When a major or chronic loss sequence occurs, people become increasingly loss vigilant
and pay more attention to cues about loss than gain. Losses begin to influence them with
ever greater negative impact and countermanding gains are seldom sufficient to offset the
negative sequelae that follow major loss. (Hobfoll, 1998, pp.169-170)
Second, and as predicted by COR theory, Ortega (2019) reported having observed what could be
considered a sensitivity to toxic leaders based on participants’ prior exposure to such leaders.
Methodology: Analysis of Research Hypotheses. The several research hypotheses
required different methods of statistical analysis. Analyses generally proceeded as follows.
H1a and H1b. Hypotheses H1a and H1b involve multiple correlations, and therefore
regression analyses were conducted. That is, each hypothesis presents a classification problem
seeking to discover how well ratings on the TLS-15 classify followers’ perceptions of their
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leaders versus how well ratings on the TLS-15 and MI subscale, together, classify perceptions.
An appropriate analysis of a dichotomous response variable (toxic or nontoxic) with multiple
independent variables is binary logistic regression (Hair et al., 2020; Hosmer et al., 2013;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020), which was used to analyze the data.
H1c. Hypothesis H1c is similar to the first two hypotheses and therefore analyzed
similarly. Specifically, binary logistic regression was used to determine if a shorter version of the
TLS is as effective as the full version. In prior studies, all subscale variables were highly
correlated, suggesting redundancy, and logistic regression is appropriate to determine how well a
smaller model classifies cases compared to the complete model (Hosmer et al., 2013).
Additionally, reliability analyses and CFA were conducted to assess the reliability and validity of
TLS and derivative models thereof.
H2a, H2b, and H2c. Hypotheses H2a involves a correlation, and H2b, and H2c involves
differences in means. Though simple regression would have produced the same information,
more common approaches were taken: For H2a correlational analysis was conducted, and for
H2b and H2c hypotheses, tests for differences in means were conducted.
H3a & H3b and H4a. H3a, H3b, and H4a all involve simple or multiple correlations or
regression weights. H3 and H4 involve separate analyses but will be handled here together as
analyses were identical for each set of hypotheses. Because they were so highly correlated, the
two dependent variables, JS and WE, were analyzed separately using multiple regression.
H3c and H4b. Hypotheses H3c and H4b involve differences in mean scores; however,
the focus was on comparing the levels of the independent variable (i.e., follower sex: with two
levels, male and female), and as explained later, perceived leader type, with and without
controlling for covariates. Multiple regression and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) are both
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forms of the general linear model and therefore are mathematically equivalent if modeled the
same way (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For consistency, however, multiple regression was used
to conduct the analyses.
H5. Hypothesis H5 involves correlations, and, as above, multiple regression was
conducted. Although multiple outcome variables can be analyzed together (using MANCOVA,
for example), as was be noted above, the two DVs (JS and WE) were analyzed separately.
Populations
The populations for the research included English-speaking adult men and women living
in the U.S.A. and U.K. who had previously reported to the crowdsourcing platform used
(Prolific) as being currently employed, part- or full-time, by a for-profit or nonprofit company,
business, or individual, or a government organization (i.e., not self-employed) and whose work
requires them to regularly interact with other employees (e.g., co-workers, colleagues,
subordinates, assistants). As will be discussed in the sampling procedures section below, and as
mentioned above when discussing the research design, during the survey, participants were
further screened to determine who had a history of exposure to both toxic and nontoxic leaders
and who had a history of exposure to only one leader type; however, to more fully answer the
research questions, the population should include those with such differing histories. Thus, the
general population of adult workers in the US and U.K. who had access to the Internet and met
the requirements specified was the target population of the study. The U.K. sample was intended
and used as a validation sample.
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Sampling Procedures
Rationale for Sampling Method
Sampling was conducted via online quota sampling, that is, a non-probability sample
was obtained through a third-party, Prolific Academic, that supplies respondents for a fee. The
goal of the quota sampling was to create approximately equal size groups of males and
females from each country (i.e., the U.S. and U.K.) and to ensure sufficient and approximately
equal proportions of respondents rating perceived toxic leaders because they were expected to
be more difficult to obtain, that is, nontoxic leaders were assumed to be the norm.
Prior surveys on toxic leadership have used nonprobability samples (R. M. Bell, 2017,
2020; Dobbs, 2014; Fitzgibbons, 2017; Johnson, 2018; Ortega, 2019; Schmidt, 2008;
Scroggins, 2019) with various populations (e.g., military member, librarians, ministers,
general population), one of which (Johnson, 2018) used an Internet panel similar to the
present study. Those studies provide TLS score estimates for various subpopulations. Thus,
the current literature on the subject provides several points of comparison, which were helpful
in determining how well the present samples may generalize. Whereas the samples were not
randomly selected, nonstatistical generalization is in mind. More precisely, results were
expected to generalize based on how well the samples generally represent the populations.
Rationale for Sample Sizes and Sampling Process
Research Project Sampling
Multivariate inferential statistics were expected to be used to analyze the data, most of
which is based on regression analyses. For multiple regression, Tabachnick and Fidell (2020)
recommended a sample size of greater than or equal to 104 plus the number of individual
predictors, or 50 plus eight times the number of predictors depending on whether the goal is
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testing individual predictors or the multiple correlation, respectively. They recommended
using the greater of the two results if both goals are the object of the study. In this case
though, such estimates appear to be much too small. The currently available data on toxic
leadership did not provide enough information to conduct a power analysis with high
confidence, and therefore estimates here are intentionally conservative. Interaction effects and
their associated R2 changes tend to be notoriously small in the social sciences (Cohen et al.,
2003), which made sample size estimates more difficult to determine in advance.
Using multiple regression estimates from Table 6 of Schmidt (2008), and assuming an
approximately medium effect size, an alpha of .05, and a desired power of .95, G*Power 3.1
(Faul et al., 2009) indicated a sample size of approximately 300 to 400 would be necessary.
Those figures double considering two samples, one U.K. and one U.S., were going to be
sought. The number of potential participants in Prolific’s panel who had been exposed to a
toxic leader was also unknown, but R. M. Bell’s (2017, 2020) research suggested about 75%
could be expected to have been. Therefore, sampling needed to account for that potential.
It was also known that confirmatory factor analysis would be necessary to examine
whether the factor structure of the TLS is consistent with what is found in the literature.
Moreover, the language of the Organizational Culture Scale was modified for Englishspeaking persons in the U.S. and U.K., and therefore it was known that factor analysis would
need to be conducted to determine if the data in the current study fit the hypothesized model.
Determining sample sizes for factor analysis depends on many variables, e.g., score reliability,
number of factors, loadings, correlations, etc., (Knekta et al., 2019), and therefore simple rules
of thumb will tend to be oversimplified. For factor analysis, however, Tabachnick and Fidell
(2020) recommended at least 300 cases to establish a “good” sample, with a preference for
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500 (“very good”) to even 1000 (“excellent,” p. 613). Others have noted debates in the
literature regarding sample size recommendations and have also made general
recommendations of 10 to 20 samples per variable (Hair et al., 2020) or 10 to 20 participants
per parameter estimated (Weston & Gore, 2006). Using the latter rule of thumb, as applied to
the TLS, would mean 350 to 700 cases would be necessary, the lower end of which is
consistent with R. M. Bell’s (2020) sample size of 330 and well over Schmidt’s (2008)
original sample size of 216. Whereas factor analysis tends to require the largest sample size
for the analyses that were expected here, the general recommendations regarding sample size
requirements noted above were considered. A total sample size of approximately 1,000
participants—half from the U.S.A. and half from the U.K., with males and females making up
half of each of the samples from each country—was expected to allow for adequate analyses
of the experimental cases, that is, potentially two “good” samples of experimental cases, one
of which could serve as an independent validation set.
Pilot Testing
In brief, the pilot study was conducted mainly to ensure the feasibility of the study;
however, once complete, it also served other purposes. Whereas the proportion of potential
participants who had served under both a toxic and nontoxic leader was not known, the pilot
sample of 201 adults from the U.K. (101 males and 100 females) provided a way to ensure a
sufficient proportion of participants with experience under both leader types should be
possible to obtain. One male pilot participant entered the wrong completion code. Whereas he
tried to request payment, and whereas he provided all data to Qualtrics, the data was manually
approved. To compensate for the extra participant, the number of remaining male participants
sought (i.e., those participating in the main study—not the pilot portion) was reduced by one,
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providing 250 total responses from U.K. males. Thus, pilot testing also allowed assessing
whether there were problems with the sampling procedures, survey skip logic, etc.; it provided
an empirical estimate of the median time for survey completion to ensure the informed
consent information provided to potential respondents, which included payment information,
was accurate; and it provided information that helped to ensure proper sample sizes. Whereas
the U.K. population of potential participants was larger than the U.S.A. population (i.e., the
population of potential participants in Prolific’s panel/database), pilot testing was limited to
U.K. participants.
Sampling Process
The survey instrument, described more fully later, was developed using Qualtrics, and
participants were sought using Prolific Academic, an online crowdsourcing platform that
provides survey participants for academic studies. Their database provided for prescreening
based on information Prolific previously obtained from their panel members, which ensured
that participants work or worked in an environment conducive to the study goals. As noted
above, the pool of potential participants was limited to those who previously reported to
Prolific that they were currently employed by another (i.e., not self-employed) and whose
work required them to regularly interact with other employees. Additionally, participants had
to have reported being fluent in English and residing in the U.S. or the U.K.
To ensure approximately equal numbers of U.S. and U.K. participants, and to ensure
approximately equal numbers of male and female participants, participants were prescreened
based on their residence and sex. That is, one “study”—the term used by Prolific to identify a
survey and its targeted pool of potential participants—was limited to U.S.A. males and
another to U.S.A. females. The same was true for the U.K. samples. Each sample was limited
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to 250 participants. For the U.K. samples, a pilot sample of 100 males and 100 females was
sought first. Whereas the pilot went as expected, once complete and briefly reviewed to ensure
the survey was working as intended, those two studies were relaunched in Prolific, and
adjustments were made to the desired numbers of participants in each group to ensure 250
males and 250 females, in total, from the U.K. were able to participate.
Limits of Generalization
Ultimately, the limits of generalization are based upon the sample data obtained. As
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, 2020) pointed out, in an experiment, the sample that undergoes
random assignment is a population, and statistical tests are conducted to determine if the IV(s)
created subpopulations that differ on the DV(s). If so, then according to Tabachnick and Fidell,
the question becomes one of determining how well the sample—which is also the experimental
population—represents the general population, and so generalization tends to be argued in
reverse. A true random sample would have been optimal, but doing so would have been difficult
to impossible, and certainly cost prohibitive. Thus, statistical generalization is not possible, and
any generalizations are nonstatistical. To determine how well the sample represents the
population of employed adults in the U.S.A. and U.K., comparisons of basic demographic
information (e.g., ethnicity, age) with official data sources (e.g., Bureau of Labor Statistics) were
made and will be discussed later. In brief, generalization is limited to English-speaking adults
with a history of working under another person, specifically in the U.S.A. and the U.K., and who
otherwise are consistent with demographic information provided later.
Ethical Considerations
All surveys were anonymous, and respondents were required to provide their informed
consent before voluntarily proceeding. Because research participants were provided by the

123
survey panel’s host (Prolific Academic), no personally identifying information could be collected
directly, and none was requested in the survey, that is, responses were anonymous. To become a
Prolific panel member, participants had to have proven they were at least 18 years of age, and
therefore all participants were known to be adults. All research was completed in full compliance
with Liberty University’s Institutional Review Board and did not begin prior to IRB approval.
(See Appendix A for the IRB approval letter.) Specifically, participants or potential participants
were informed that their participation was voluntary; they were provided with a general
description of the purpose of the study and its potential benefits; and they were advised how their
data would be used. Participants were also advised that the risks of involvement in the study
were minimal and equal to those encountered in everyday life. Whereas no personally identifying
data was ever collected, no data associated with an identifiable person is or will ever be at risk of
loss or exposure. All data was downloaded from Qualtrics to a password protected computer to
which no others have access, and although they cannot be connected to any specific individual
(except by Prolific), all Prolific participant IDs, which were necessary to ensure participants
were paid upon completion of a survey, were deleted from the datasets of survey data after all
available data was downloaded and compiled and new IDs were created.
Instrumentation
An electronic survey instrument was used to collect all data from participants. The survey
contained several previously existing scales, which are described below. In addition to the
individual scales, participants were requested to provide certain demographic information. What
follows is a discussion of the various scales used to create the survey to which participants
responded, with a focus on validity and reliability.
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Toxic Leadership Scale
The short version of the TLS (Schmidt, 2014) was used to collect each participant’s
perceptions of his or her leader. The instrument is half the length of the original version
(Schmidt, 2008) and consists of 15 items, three for each dimension (subscale) of toxic
leadership: self-promotion, abusive supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian
leadership. An example of an item on the abusive supervision subscale is “My current supervisor
publicly belittles subordinates.” The introductory phrase “my current supervisor” has been
adjusted in previous studies depending on the goals of the study. For example, Schmidt (2008)
introduced each item with the phrase “The most destructive supervisor I have ever experienced”
(p. 45), and in 2014, Schmidt introduced the items with “My current supervisor…” (p. 100).
Participants respond to each of the items on the short form of the TLS (Schmidt, 2014),
typically using a five-point response scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and
the scores for each subdimension are either averaged or summed to produce a sub-score for that
dimension, and all sub-scores are averaged or summed to produce a total, overall score. That is,
each set of three items is believed to form its own unidimensional subscale, which together,
when summed or averaged, form a unidimensional scale of toxic leadership. Such scales are
often described more simply as Likert scales (Likert, 1932). Currently, there is no normative data
to support the use of any score as diagnostic of a perception of toxic or non-toxic leadership;
scores are used only for comparison (correlational) purposes. Of course, scores on either side of
the midpoint indicate agreement or disagreement with the scale.
During the development of the original 30-item scale, Schmidt (2008) found support for
both convergent and divergent validity for the use and interpretation scores on his TLS by
comparing correlations with existing scales of positive and negative leadership. Specifically,

125

TLS scores correlated positively with abusive supervision and authoritarian supervision and
negatively correlated with transformational leadership. Scroggins (2019) also found scores on the
short version of the TLS negatively correlated with scores on transformational leadership. Such
findings provide independent support for divergent validity for the use of the short version.
Johnson (2019) found convergent validity with a scale that measures counterproductive working
conditions. In his second study, Schmidt (2014) indicated that confirmatory factor analysis
revealed the dimensions of toxic leadership, as measured with the short scale, loaded onto their
respective factors as expected.
Other studies have also provided support for the reliability of TLS scores across samples.
Alpha estimates for TLS total scores were typically very high (i.e., over .90); however, it is not
clear how all of the researchers calculated their estimates. Schmidt (2014) assessed score
reliabilities by calculating internal consistency estimates (i.e., by calculating Cronbach’s alpha)
of the observed scores for each of the subscales. All exceeded the generally recognized lower
limit of .70 (Hair et al., 2020) and ranged from 0.79 to .85. Those are generally consistent with
the alpha reliabilities reported in R. M. Bell (2017, 2020), with alpha estimates ranging from .70
to .88. Dobbs (2014) reported alpha estimates ranging from .70 to .92. Fitzgibbons (2017) used a
convenience sample of English-speaking participants from North America, South America,
Europe, and Asia. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the alpha estimates he observed are the lowest,
ranging from .63 to .79. He did not provide a breakdown of score reliabilities by geographical
area; however, he did provide means and standard deviations, and the standard deviation of
scores for the Latin American sample was more than twice that of the European and Asian
samples, which suggests possible regional/cultural effects. Still, he reported an alpha reliability
of .91 for the aggregated scale scores. Others did not report reliability statistics for the scores in
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their samples, or they only cited those in one of Schmidt’s studies as if reliability were a property
of the scale itself rather than a property of the observed scores (Thompson, 2003). Together, the
data suggests scores tend to be sufficiently reliable across a variety of samples.
Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SL-7)
Eva et al. (2019) conducted a systematic review of servant leadership, including an
assessment of the 16 measures of servant leadership they were aware existed at the time. After
evaluating all the measures, they concluded the following:
Going forward, for both future research and practice (leadership recruitment or
development) purposes, we recommend three measures of servant leadership behavior
that have gone through rigorous process of construction and validation, namely (in
alphabetical order), Liden et al.'s (2015) SL-7, Sendjaya et al.'s (2018) SLBS-6, and van
Dierendonck and Nuijten's (2011) SLS…. Each of these psychometrically sound
measures is distinct, however, in its emphasis. As such which measure is most fitting to
employ depends on the specific purposes of the study or program. (p. 116)
Whereas Liden et al.’s (2015) SL-7 places an emphasis on community, and whereas such an
emphasis is consistent with a biblical model of servant leadership (S. Bell, 2014; Boers, 2015),
the SL-7 was used in the present study.
The SL-7 is a seven-item version of Liden et al.’s (2008) 28-item version (known as the
SL-28). Whereas the formula for Cronbach’s alpha indicates that alpha is, in part, a function of
instrument length (Cronbach, 1951; Thomson, 2003), reliability estimates for scores from shorter
scales, all things being equal, tend to be lower. However, alpha reliability estimates for the SL-7
scores in Liden et al.’s (2015) validation study were good and ranged from .80 to .89.
Confirmatory factor analyses in the same study showed the model for the SL-7 fit the data well.
Items on the SL-7 (Liden et al., 2015) include, for example, “My leader makes my career
development a priority,” and “My leader emphasizes the importance of giving back to the
community” (p. 256). Participants respond to each item using a seven-point rating scale ranging
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from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Scores for all items, typically, are then averaged for a
single, final score.
LMX-7
Leader-member exchange was measured with the LMX-7, which is widely recognized as
an instrument capable of producing reliable and valid measures of leader-member exchange
quality (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Northouse, 2016). Measures of LMX have changed over time;
however, scales with more than seven items have been highly correlated with the seven-item
version, and score reliability has been consistently high—ranging from about .80 to .90—for the
single measure version, and they seem to remain high despite demographic (Tamvakologos et al.,
2019) and language (Furunes et al., 2015) differences. Therefore, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995)
suggested “the 7-item LMX… is the most appropriate and recommended measure of LMX” (p.
236), which is why the LMX-7 is still “probably the most frequently used measure of LMX
quality” (Erdogan & Bauer, 2014, p. 409).
Despite being a single measure, the LMX-7 provides indications of respect, trust, and
obligation. That is, it “assesses the degree to which leaders and followers have mutual respect for
each other’s capabilities, feel a deepening sense of reciprocal trust, and have a strong sense of
obligation to one another” (Northouse, 2016, p. 154). These dimensions are expected to be
related to a leader’s tendency towards toxic or healthy leadership and therefore should be
considered when assessing participants’ perceptions of toxic or servant leadership.
The LMX-7 consists of seven items. Respondents are asked to “indicate the degree to
which you think the item is true for you” (Northouse, 2016, p. 155) by choosing one of five
options. Those response options change as necessary for each item. For example, respondents are
asked, “How well does your leader recognize your potential?” Responses range from not at all to
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fully and not a bit to a great deal for that item, and five options are provided for each item in the
LMX-7, that is, a five-point scale is used. Schmidt (2008), however, had respondents utilize a
seven-point scale that assessed their level of agreement, from strongly agree to strongly
disagree, with each of the items, the phrasing of which he adjusted accordingly.
Followership Variables
Kelley’s Followership Styles Questionnaire: Measures of Self-efficacy?
The original research plan was to test empirically the relationships between measures
obtained with R. E. Kelley’s (1992) Followership Styles Questionnaire (FSQ), self-efficacy, and
work engagement, discussed below. Permission to use the FSQ, however, could not be obtained
before the IRB approval or data collection phases. The discussion of the FSQ is maintained here
to support the hypothesized relationship between toxic leadership and self-efficacy.
As mentioned previously, this study was intended to, in part, build on the work of R. M.
Bell (2017, 2020) as regards followership. Bell examined the correlations between perceived
toxic leadership and levels of followers’ self-reported active engagement (AE) and independent
critical thinking (ICT) as measured using R. E. Kelley’s (1992) FSQ. The FSQ is a 20-item
instrument with 10 items designed to measure each construct (i.e., AE and ICT). R. M. Bell
(2020) noted other researchers were unable to verify a two-factor structure of followership, that
is, prior factor analyses indicated the 20 items did not all load on two factors as R. E. Kelley
(1992) predicted despite producing sufficient reliability estimates, though typically by removing
items. R. M. Bell (2020) conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the FSQ items and
discovered 15 items loaded onto three factors and explained about 60% of the total variance in
his sample.
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Ghislieri et al. (2015) also noted that prior research did not necessarily support the 20item, two-factor model proposed by R. E. Kelley (1992). Ghislieri et al. validated a short version
of the FSQ using four items for each dimension (AE and ICT) on an Italian sample of 559
nurses. A confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the two-factor structure. Gatti et al. (2017)
again validated the short version on another Italian sample of 425 nurses. However, unlike the
general population, both samples consisted of approximately 86% females. Thus, it appears that
both AE and ICT can be effectively measured using eight items, using four items for each factor.
A closer look, however, suggests measuring the two constructs using the FSQ still may
be somewhat problematic. For example, one of the four items measuring AE begins “Do you
independently think up…” (Ghislieri et al., 2015, p. 272), which would seem to probe
independent thinking—not active engagement—despite the statistical analysis that suggested that
particular item loaded onto the engagement factor. In fact, R. E. Kelley (1992) listed the question
among those designed to measure ICT—not AE—which, logically, seems more appropriate.
Still, one could argue that it is the actively engaged who are willing to think independently to try
to achieve their organizations’ or units’ goals, which seems to suggest that the FSQ’s active
engagement construct may need further refinement.
Interestingly, the four items that loaded onto the ICT factor in R. M. Bell (2020) are the
same four items validated in Ghislieri et al. (2015) and Gatti et al. (2017); although, the loadings
were generally higher in Bell’s sample. Thus, it appears ICT can be adequately measured using
four items. An example of an ICT item on the four-question version of the FSQ is “Do you assert
your views on important issues even though it might mean conflict with your group or reprisals
from [the leader]?” However, that and the remaining three items seem to probe a follower’s
willingness to push back against the leader or coworkers when the follower’s preferences or
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standards are contrary to those of others. After all, unless one believes he or she can achieve a
desired goal—such as persuading a leader to adopts one’s own views while overcoming expected
opposition—there is no point trying. Thus, although framed as items measuring one of two
dimensions of followership (R. E. Kelley, 1992), ICT, when reduced to the four-item measure
described above, appears to be, at least in part, a measure of, or perhaps a proxy of sorts for,
follower general self-efficacy.
ICT and its Hypothesized Relationship to GSE
Prior Research and the Possible Connections. R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) predicted that
follower ICT would negatively correlate with toxic leadership. However, he did not observe any
statistically significant zero-order correlations between Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five toxic
leadership dimensions and ICT in his first study (2017), and he observed only weak but positive
correlations with each dimension in his second study (2020). That is, at the univariate level, as
TLS scores increased, ICT scores increased as well—the opposite effect predicted. He observed
the same effect with the self-promotion (SP) dimension and AE in his prior study. Specifically,
the SP scores, when in the presences of LMX, sex, age, and the remaining TLS dimensions,
increased as AE scores increased. It may be that the small, positive correlations Bell observed
are a product of followers’ GSE. That is, those with greater GSE may tend to push back against
toxic leaders and some may do so by exhibiting greater ICT or AE.
Schmidt (2008) found toxic leadership negatively correlated with job satisfaction. Wang
et al. (2015) found that self-efficacy positively correlated with job satisfaction and negatively
correlated with intention to quit and burnout. Brender-Ilan and Sheaffer (2019) found that selfefficacy negatively correlated with counterproductive work behaviors. Together such findings
may suggest that ICT, as an indicator of self-efficacy, may moderate outcomes of toxic
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leadership such as job satisfaction. Therefore, general self-efficacy was measured directly rather
than via ICT (and would have been measured alongside of ICT had permission been received).
GSE Scale. General self-efficacy (GSE) was measured using the short version (Romppel
et al., 2013) of the GSE scale created by Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995). The (10-item) full
scale has been used in many studies and multiple languages since its creation in 1979, with
reported score reliabilities ranging from .75 to .94 and test-retest reliabilities between .47 and .75
for time periods of six months through two years (Romppel et al., 2013). Using thousands of
cases of existing data from prior studies of the 10-item scale, Romppel et al. (2013) constructed a
40% shorter version and reported score reliabilities from .79 to .88, which, as expected, is
slightly less than the full version. They also reported that test-retest reliabilities were consistent
with the full scale, ranging from .50 to .60. An example of an item on the GSE (full and short
versions) is “If someone opposes me, I can find means and ways to get what I want.” Responses
are typically provided on a four-point scale ranging from not at all true to exactly true.
Job Satisfaction
To allow comparisons to other studies, specifically, Schmidt (2008), Gallus et al. (2013),
and Glick et al. (2018), to better assess the research questions, and to demonstrate validity of the
TLS, job satisfaction was measured using a three-item subscale from the Defense Equal
Opportunity Management Institute’s (DEOMI) Organizational Climate Survey. Schmidt (2008)
used an older, five-item version of the scale and found score reliability, using Cronbach’s alpha,
to be .86. The DEOMI reported the shorter scale resulted in a score reliability of .98 in a study of
over 5,000 participants (Albowicz, 2018b).
According to Albowicz (2018b), “job satisfaction refers to an attitude that reflects a
positive or negative affective judgment of [one’s] current job” (p. 2). An example of an item on
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the Job Satisfaction scale is “I like my current job.” Ratings for the Job satisfaction are typically
measured using a seven-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
Work Engagement
Follower engagement was measured using a three-item subscale from the Defense Equal
Opportunity Management Institute’s (DEOMI) Organizational Climate Survey. “Engagement
refers to a persistent, positive, and fulfilling state of mind characterized by mental resilience,
dedication, and immersion in the work role” (Albowicz, 2018a, p. 2). Both factor and reliability
analyses revealed the scale scores supported a single-factor scale. Cronbach’s alpha was reported
to be .82, indicating the scores were sufficiently reliable in the sample study, which included
both military and civilian personnel (Albowicz, 2018a).
Organizational Culture
Organizational culture was measured using a modified version of the seven-item scale
developed by Adıgüzel and Küçükoğlu (2019). The scale is based on adaptations
of those developed and validated by others, including the widely used but much longer
instrument developed by Cameron and Quinn (2011). Adıgüzel and Küçükoğlu surveyed 360
Turkish employees and reported that exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses revealed the
data fit the model satisfactorily. They assessed reliability by measuring internal consistency
using Cronbach’s alpha. Alpha for the scores on the seven-item scale was excellent at .94.
One drawback, which will be addressed in the section on validity below, is that the items
are in English as spoken in Turkey. That is, the dialect is different from what is spoken in the
United States. Therefore, items were modified using language more familiar to the target
populations to ensure participants correctly comprehended each item.
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Group Cohesiveness
Schmidt (2008) found workgroup cohesion appears to mitigate, at least partially but
significantly, the negative effects of toxic leadership. Just as a supportive organizational culture
provides resources according to COR theory (Hobfoll, 2001), so should cohesiveness at the
workgroup level. Both organizational culture and lower-level group values and norms are
subsumed by the environment domain of the toxic triangle. Group cohesiveness was measured
using the four-item workgroup cohesion scale Schmidt used. In his study he found score
reliability to be high, with a Cronbach alpha statistic of .92.
Validity
TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, and Followership Variables
Following the protocols of R. M. Bell (2017, 2020), all scales noted above were included
in a single survey instrument. Whereas all scales, with the exception of the Organizational
Culture Scale, have already been independently validated, current theory predicts that the data
will fit the models. Therefore, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to ensure the observed
data fit each model. Additionally, score reliability (discussed below) was considered important to
validity issues because validity is limited by reliability (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020; Thompson,
2006). With that said, the research questions presented at the beginning of this chapter implicate
certain validity issues.
First, perceptions of toxic and servant leadership were expected to correlate negatively. A
failure to have observed such a correlation would indicate a severe—and probably fatal—
problem concerning the ability to validly measure such constructs. Next, the items probing toxic
leadership were expected to load onto five distinct factors as predicted by Schmidt (2008, 2014).
Thus, factor analysis was conducted to assess whether the data fit the multidimensional model as
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expected. Whereas validity concerns the trustworthiness of inferences made from the data
collected (Thompson, 2003), and whereas this study was intended to partially replicate
relationships explored in other studies (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Schmidt, 2008), validity was also
assessed by how well the results, or relevant portions thereof, are generally consistent with
others’ findings.
Validity of findings/inferences was assessed by comparing quantitative results with
similar findings in the relevant literature. For example, the LMX-7, as noted above already, has
been used in a number of studies (R. M. Bell, 2017; Schmidt, 2008; Singh, 2019), and therefore
its range of correlations with nontoxic and toxic leadership is available. Comparisons allowed for
an assessment of possible problems with validity.
Organizational Culture Scale
As briefly noted above, the Organizational Culture Scale (OCS; Adıgüzel & Küçükoğlu,
2019) was slightly modified to better reflect English as spoken in the U.S.A. and U.K. For
example, one item in the original scale, as translated from Turkish into English by the authors,
states “In the institution I work with, the decision making approach is taken as a basis with the
employees.” After emailing one of the authors, the intent of the item, for a U.S.A. audience, he
said, is more equivalent to “In the decisions to be taken at the institution where I work, the
participation of the employees in the decisions is given importance” (Z. Adıgüzel, personal
communication, September 12, 2020). Thus, a U.S.A. English equivalent item may be better
stated as follows: In my organization, employee participation in decision-making is considered
important. Although the remaining items are much clearer, items were modified for consistency
and clarity. Both Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega for the 7-item scale scores was .92 in
the pilot sample, and therefore no adjustments were made to the phrasing of the items.
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Managerial Incompetence Dimension
Research question one asks if the addition of an incompetence dimension as suggested by
Singh (2019) creates a better model of toxic leadership than does the current, five-dimension
model of Schmidt’s (2008, 2014). Validity of the effect of an additional dimension is rather
straightforward as the issue can be addressed statistically. That is, the addition of the dimension,
presuming scores are reliable, will either significantly increase the classification accuracy or it
will not (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, 2020). In Singh’s study, scores on the incompetency
dimension had an internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of .88. That aspect of
validity is rather uncomplicated; measuring the dimension is more complex.
As discussed above, the short version of the TLS (Schmidt, 2014) contains three items
per subscale. Singh’s (2019) TLS is similar to the full version of Schmidt’s (2008) TLS, and thus
has more than three items per dimension. When Schmidt (2014) reduced the number of items in
the full version of the TLS (Schmidt, 2008) to create the short version (Schmidt, 2014), he did so
by eliminating all but the three items (for each dimension) with the highest factor loadings. The
same was done here to reduce Singh’s 7-item managerial incompetence dimension down to three
items, with one caveat. One of the top three items (“I rarely know what my boss thinks of my
work”) was presumed to be too similar to one of the items on the LMX-7 (“Do you… usually
know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?”) and therefore the item with the fourth
highest loading was used in its place.
Unlike Schmidt’s (2014) TLS, which used a five-point response scale, Singh (2019) used
a four-point response scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Score reliabilities
were expected to change somewhat because Cronbach’s alpha is, in part, a function of the
number of items along with the correlations among the variables (Cronbach, 1951; Pedhazur
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& Schmelkin, 1991; Thompson, 2003). They were expected to change in a similar manner as
observed from Schmidt (2008) to Schmidt (2014) when he altered the TLS responses from a
6-point scale to a 5-point scale. The same was true for other variables that were measured on a
7-point scale.
Scale Score Reliabilities
Whereas the survey instrument consisted of several quantitative scales that were
numerically scored, score reliability was determined by assessing the internal consistencies of
the scales, that is, using Cronbach’s alpha and a more robust measure, omega (Dunn et al, 2014).
Reporting alpha is the typical approach used in similar cross-sectional studies (R. M. Bell, 2017,
2020; Schmidt, 2008, 2014; Singh, 2019). Of course, any statistic, by itself, is not all that
meaningful. Somebody must look at the data and assess it to determine if any statistical results
are worthy of interpretation (Leedy & Ormrod, 2019; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). Therefore,
prior to assessing score reliabilities, the data was viewed graphically, bivariate correlations were
reviewed, data was checked for outliers, etc., many of the details of which are provided in the
following chapter when relevant to the analysis conducted.
Research Procedures
Survey and Scales
As previously discussed, the research design was a combined experimental survey and ex
post facto study. Thus, the research procedures mainly involved the process of conducting the
web-based survey. Therefore, the survey process will be described here in some depth. As
discussed above in the sampling procedures section, all surveys were conducted online using a
survey panel provided by Prolific Academic to best ensure a sample that targeted the populations
described earlier. All IRB requirements were followed and have been documented herein.
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The above-described scales (TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, etc.) were incorporated into a single
survey instrument as was done in previous studies (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Schmidt, 2008, 2014;
Singh, 2019). The survey was created using Qualtrics, and Prolific panel members who agreed to
participate in the study were provided with a link to Qualtrics to complete the survey. Upon
completion of the survey, participants were referred back to Prolific to record their completion of
the survey. The study description, consent form, and survey appear in Appendix B. Although the
survey was expected to take about 10 minutes to complete, Prolific allowed a maximum of 44
minutes for completion. Participants who did not return from Qualtrics and back to Prolific
within 44 minutes timed out, and Prolific removed the participant from the count, allowing a new
participant to access the survey and the requested sample size to be achieved.
The process of getting participants from Prolific to Qualtrics occurred as follows. After
the study was launched in Prolific, Prolific notified eligible panel members via email and by
listing the study, among others for which the panel member was eligible, on the panel member’s
private page (i.e., within the member’s password protected section of Prolific website). Panel
members were provided the name of the study, the approximate time for completion (10
minutes), and what they would be paid for their participation ($1.59). Panel members who
clicked on the study saw a more complete description of the study and all information necessary
to provide their informed consent to participate. The Study Description precedes the survey in
Appendix B.
After reading the Study Description, panel members could choose to go to the survey
hosted on Qualtrics. Those who clicked on the link to the survey were asked to grant consent to
continue (i.e., within the survey itself), and those who did so to were moved on to the next stage
of the survey; otherwise, the survey terminated. The remainder of the survey contained 75 items,
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including two attention checks, and participants were told they would be compensated in
exchange for their complete participation in the survey and that incomplete surveys may not be
usable and could therefore be rejected and no compensation provided. As will be discussed in
more detail later, all who completed the survey were paid, even those very few who did not
respond to 100% of the survey items.
Demographic Information
For panel members who clicked on the link to participate in the study, Prolific provided
demographic information it had for each participant from its prescreening process. Therefore, it
was not necessary to request certain demographic information directly. For example, there was
no need to unnecessarily lengthen the survey and directly ask if a participant was at least 18
years old because prior to becoming a panel member eligible for participation in any surveys,
participants previously had proven to Prolific that they were at least 18. It was the demographic
information Prolific already had already that allowed creating quota samples. With that said, all
additional demographic information necessary to proceed with the study as described was
requested directly from the participants within the survey itself, including participant age, despite
its availability from Prolific, as a means of assessing data trustworthiness.
To ensure participants who completed the survey were paid and to connect demographic
information to the correct participants, participants had to provide their anonymous Prolific IDs.
The first item on the survey asked participants to confirm their ID, which was, or always should
have been, transmitted from Prolific to Qualtrics via the URL referrer to Qualtrics when
participants opted to proceed to the survey. Participants could enter it themselves, if necessary.
Once participants verified their Prolific IDs, they were presented with the consent section/page
of the survey.
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Screening for Random and Nonrandom Assignment
For those who consented to proceed, two screening questions were presented to each
participant to determine the participant’s eligibility to be randomly assigned to rate either a toxic
or nontoxic leader. The first question was a modified version of the screening question used by
R. M. Bell (2017, 2020), and was presented similarly; however, because the interest was in two
types of leaders, they had to be defined first. Although biasing of participants was a concern, it
was necessary to differentiate between the two types of leaders. “Toxic” was presumed to be too
strong and biasing, given it is often considered synonymous with poison, which can make people
sick or even cause death—a connection that may be made easily from the medical use of the
term to when it is used to describe bad leadership (Gangel, 2008). Therefore, positive and
negative were used as they were presumed to be less biasing than “toxic,” “bad,” or other such
arguably charged descriptors.
The introductory item and options used to determine the types of leaders under which
participants served read as follows:
To keep things simple, for the purposes of this survey we will refer to leaders
(supervisors, bosses, etc.) as being one of only two types: positive or negative.
Negative leaders are those who regularly demonstrate any of the leadership
characteristics below. (“Regularly” means the characteristic is not unusual for the
person.)
Abusive/harmful (not limited to physical abuse/harm)
Authoritarian/Excessively controlling
Self-absorbed/Preoccupied with themselves or own needs/desires
Self-promoting
Unpredictable
Positive leaders are those who DO NOT regularly demonstrate any of those leadership
characteristics.
Select the statement that applies to you:
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o
o
o
o

I have worked for or served under BOTH types of leaders (positive and negative).
I have worked for or served under ONLY a POSITIVE leader(s).
I have worked for or served under ONLY a NEGATIVE leader(s).
I have NEVER worked for or served under another person.

The characteristics of negative leaders were derived from Schmidt’s (2008) definitions of the
five dimensions toxic leadership he identified. Because participants were prescreened regarding
employment, none should have selected the last option, and the survey was terminated without
payment for the one person who did so.
Those participants who said they had worked or served under both leader types were
randomly assigned to one of two conditions. Specifically, participants were randomly assigned to
think of their most recent leader who either did or did not regularly exhibit any of the
characteristics/behaviors ascribed to negative leaders as defined in the screening question above.
Those who did not have a history with both leader types were assigned to rate their current
leaders. If they were not currently working for or serving under a leader, they were asked to rate
their most recent leader. Participants had been prescreened to have been working, but the world
was in the midst of a pandemic, so it was expected that some would not necessarily still be
working. As long as they had a history of working or serving under another, they were
considered as meeting that requirement of the eligibility criteria. Nontoxic leaders were expected
to be the norm, and therefore it was expected that few would report having worked for or served
under toxic leaders only. Thus, most who were not randomly assigned were expected to have
worked or served under non-toxic leaders.
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Randomization of Sections and Items
Once participants were either identified as those who could be randomly assigned or not,
the survey logic automatically directed participants to the next section. For those randomly
assigned, they were asked to have either their most recent positive (nontoxic) or negative (toxic)
leader in mind for the remainder of the survey. Those who could not be randomly assigned were
asked to have their current or most recent leader in mind for the remainder of the survey.
Next, participants were asked to provide their ratings on the items of the individual
scales. The first section always contained the TLS and SL-7 items; however, the order of
presentation of the items was randomized. The reason for keeping the TLS and SL-7 first was
twofold. First, it allowed participants to focus on their memories of their leaders without being
interrupted by asking them to shift their focus to the organization and back, for example. That is,
it increased the chances that the items were compatible with the respondent’s then currently
accessible information about his or her leader, which is a commonly recommended memoryenhancing procedure recommended in the literature on investigative interviewing (Fisher &
Geiselman, 2002, 2019). Second, the ratings in the section were considered most vital for the
study. If participants chose to terminate the study early, the expectation was that the items
appearing earliest in the survey would be most likely to have received usable responses.
The remaining scales (i.e., those measuring job satisfaction, work engagement, LMX,
organizational culture, workgroup cohesion, and general self-efficacy) appeared in the following
sections. Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement appeared in a single section, and the others, in
their own sections. All of those sections were randomized, that is, the LMX-7 items, for
example, may have preceded the GSE items for one participant and followed them for another.
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Additionally, the items within each section were also randomized. Seven additional demographic
questions/items followed the presentation of all the aforementioned items.
Data Analysis and Statistical Procedures
Data Analysis
All data from the survey was collected by Qualtrics, and upon completion of the survey,
downloaded for processing. The demographic information not requested in the survey but
available from Prolific, based on Prolific’s prescreening of its panel members, was also
downloaded from Prolific and merged with the remaining survey data using each participant’s
anonymous ID. Finally, the data was exported into computer software for appropriate review and
analysis. Analysis was conducted mainly in SPSS (version 28.0), using its R extension for some
analyses, details of which will be explained when relevant. AMOS (version 23) was used for
CFA.
Statistical Procedures
General/Initial Data Analysis
After numerically coding responses to scale items (e.g., strongly disagree = 1), dummy
coding dichotomous variables (e.g., perceived leader types), etc., and removing unnecessary data
(e.g., individual item randomization information), data was checked to determine what data was
missing. Whereas participants were paid for their participation, and whereas they did not know
what missing data might preclude acceptance of their data—and acceptance was a necessary
condition for payment—the amount of missing data was remarkably low. All participants who
completed the survey, regardless of the amount of missing data, were paid. “Completed” means
the participant was presented with each survey item, whether a response was provided to every
item, and the participant chose to submit his or her responses such that he or she received a
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completion code from Prolific. The one participant who answered all items but timed out prior to
receiving a completion code was paid manually and included in the study, resulting in a total of
1,001 responses.
Only two scale items were missing responses. All remaining missing information was
demographic. An item on the narcissism subscale of the TLS scale was missing a response from
a male participant in the U.S.A. The rounded mean of the item for the remaining males in the
U.S.A. was three (3). Therefore, the missing value was replaced with a value of three, which was
similar to the ratings that the participant provided on the two remaining narcissism subscale
items. Another U.S.A. male participant did not provide a rating for one of the items on the SL-7
scale. The value was also replaced with the rounded group mean (i.e., a rating of 4), which was
also consistent with the participant’s scores for the remainder of the SL-7 items.
Again, the remaining missing data was demographic. One participant did not provide her
age when she started serving under the leader she rated; however, the value was calculated from
the other information provided by the participant. Three participants did not provide the
approximate age of their leader when they began serving under him or her. Those ages were
replaced with the mean for each group (Country by Sex by Perception of Leader Type). One
participant did not provide the sex of the leader rated, and that cell was left as missing. Others
did not provide the ethnicities of the leaders they rated, and those cells were also left as missing.
Only two participants missed both attention checks, but there were no other immediate
indications of poor data quality for those two, and 16 missed one of the two attention checks.
Preparation of Scale Variables
RQ1 asks about relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and servant
leadership as measured by the relevant scales (i.e., the TLS and SL-7). Therefore, the initial steps
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in the analysis required all the items in each scale to be summed to produce a composite score for
each measure. As mentioned above, plots of all data (e.g., histograms), the assessment of
intercorrelations, etc., were conducted during the initial stages to ensure appropriate methods
were used for all statistical analyses (discussed below). The remaining RQs address additional
scales included in the study, and composite scores were created for those variables, as necessary,
as well. Therefore, the initial data analysis steps assessed all data to ensure it was usable and then
prepared it for further descriptive and inferential statistical analysis.
Demographic Information (Demographic Descriptive Statistics)
After the data was cleaned and compiled as indicated above, basic demographic
information was computed and reported. Information was provided to allow readers to assess
how well the sample reflects the relevant U.S.A. and U.K. adult populations to which the
samples are expected to generalize. The demographic information is of a general nature, and
more specific information is provided as necessary when discussing any particular analysis.
Statistical Procedures Generally
The statistical procedures varied based on the research question and the particular
hypothesis or hypotheses associated with the question. Therefore, statistical procedures for each
RQ will be discussed separately below. However, some preliminary information is necessary
before addressing the individual research questions. Alpha for tests of statistical significance of
regression coefficients was set at .05, and tests were two-sided unless otherwise noted. When
multiple tests were conducted, particularly any unplanned analyses, a Bonferroni adjusted alpha
was typically used. Any deviations from those are noted and explained as necessary. Most results
were reported in tables and summarized in the narratives. The most essential or commonly
expected tables appear within the chapter in which they are first referenced; however, to save
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space, more detailed tables that are not essential to following the narrative text are included in
Appendix D. The same is true for figures and supplemental figures, the latter of which appear in
Appendix E.
Prior to directly addressing the individual research questions and their associated
hypotheses, the reliability of the scores for all scales was assessed. Reliability was assessed by
viewing the data, correlation matrices, etc., and calculating internal consistency using
Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) and, given the concerns about the limitations of alpha (Dunn
et al., 2014), McDonald’s omega statistic. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; T. A. Brown,
2006; Hair et al., 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020) was performed to assess how well the
observed data fit the correlation matrices implied by each scale.
Finally, as will be discussed more fully below, the scale data was often, though not
unexpectedly, bimodal, and therefore nonnormal given that participants rated what were
expected to be two distinct groups. Thus, the scores on most variables for each group tended to
be skewed. For example, those rating toxic leaders tended to have higher scores than lower
scores on the TLS, producing a negatively skewed distribution. For nontoxic leader ratings, the
scores tended to be positively skewed. Therefore, bootstrapping, a robust estimation approach
(Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Field, 2018; Fox, 2015; Manly, 1997), was used to calculate most
estimates and to assess statistical significance as necessary for the various analyses.
Generally speaking, bootstrapping is a computer-intensive approach that involves taking
repeated random samples—typically at least 1,000 such samples—of the relevant observed data,
with each sample equal in size to that of the observed data, and calculating the statistic(s) of
interest after each iteration of the process (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Fox, 2015; Manly, 1997),
creating a bootstrap distribution of the statistic(s) of interest, which is intended to estimate the

146

sampling distribution of the statistic. Sampling is with replacement, and therefore each case in
the original sample can be included in each bootstrap sample once, more than once, or not at all.
Thus, extreme values typically have a lower probability of inclusion and thereby should have a
lesser influence on the estimated sampling distribution from which standard errors and
confidence intervals are calculated.
A bootstrapped 95% confidence interval that did not include 0 when testing for a
difference in two means, for example, was generally considered statistically significant at the .05
level of significance. The more computer intense but often more accurate bias-corrected and
accelerated bootstrap (BCa; Banjanovic & Osborne, 2016; Efron & Tibshirani, 1993) was used
within SPSS whenever possible to address all the research questions when conducting traditional
parametric analyses, and those analyses are summarized next. Thus, statistical significance was
generally determined by using the bootstrapped confidence intervals or bootstrapped significance
levels. The BCa approach is relatively assumption free but can have convergence problems with
some datasets (Banjanovic & Osborne, 2016), which was observed with one of the analyses, the
solution for which is explained when the relevant analysis is discussed.
In SPSS, bootstrapping often appeared to have been memory intense, which, at times,
limited the number of bootstrap samples that were possible. At least 1,000 bootstrap samples
were attempted for each analysis. When a rather simple analysis allowed SPSS to carry out
bootstrapping successfully and in a reasonable time (typically, less than a few minutes), or when
important to attempt using a larger number of bootstrapped samples, the minimum number of
bootstrapped samples was increased. Any deviations from the minimum 1,000 bootstrap samples
will be noted as applicable, and 5,000 samples was most common. IBM AMOS (version 23)
easily carried out 5,000 bootstraps for CFA.
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RQ1
RQ1 asks how Schmidt’s (2014) five-dimension model of toxic leadership compares to a
six-dimension model, which was achieved by adding the scores from Singh’s (2019) managerial
incompetence (MI) dimension to that of Schmidt’s standard, five-dimension TLS model, creating
a six-dimension model. Whereas the data was collected on two classes (or levels) of leaders, the
effect of adding the additional dimension was assessed using binary logistic regression, which is
appropriate for such types of problems (Hair et al., 2020; Hosmer et al., 2013; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2020). The total of the composite scores on the TLS (i.e., of all five dimensions) was used
to classify toxic and nontoxic leaders, and then the same was done using the six-dimension
model.
RQ2
RQ2 and its associated hypotheses probed the relationships between followers’
perceptions of toxic and servant leadership, as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and
the SL-7. The first hypothesis was addressed by computing the simple bivariate correlation
between the two measures. The remaining two hypotheses were addressed by conducting
standard t-tests as is typical when testing for differences in means.
RQ3 and RQ4
The three hypotheses associated with RQ3, which probed the association between toxic
leadership, follower sex, general self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and workgroup
cohesion, were addressed using correlation and multiple regression, with and without controlling
for the effects of variables. That is, to address the two DVs and the covariates, multiple models
were run, and the results were provided in tables to facilitate comparisons. RQ4 and its

148

associated hypotheses are virtually identical to those of RQ3 except the scores for the SL-7 were
used in place of the TLS scores. Therefore, the analysis procedures were the same.
RQ5
The hypothesis associated with RQ5 was investigated in two stages. First, a composite
variable using the TLS and the SL7 was created and assessed for its ability to classify leaders as
perceived toxic or nontoxic. As with RQ1, binary logistic regression was used for the
classification problem. Next, multiple regression was used as it was to address RQ3 and RQ4.
Exploratory and Validation Analyses
The purpose of the study, discussed above, was to explore the relationships among the
two DVs and the remaining variables. Past research and theory guided the selection of variables
to ensure each of the elements within the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007) was represented by
at least one variable. The purpose implied a requirement that the measures of perceived toxic and
nontoxic leadership could accurately discriminate between followers’ reported perceptions. It
also required a better understanding of the interrelationships of the variables from the different
elements of the toxic triangle.
The research design described earlier explained the study was both experimental and
observational. It was experimental in that those with a history of working or serving under both
types of leaders, toxic and nontoxic, were randomly assigned to rate their most recent leader of
one type or the other. It was observational in that those who did not participate in the
experimental portion of the study were asked to rate their most recent leader. Thus, the design
indicated a concern that there could be a difference, important to what was being studied, in
those with and without a history of working under both leader types. However, and not too
unexpectedly, only eight participants indicated they had worked or served under only a toxic
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leader, or, more precisely, a leader who regularly exhibited behaviors or characteristics
describing at least one of the five dimensions of toxic leadership as theorized by Schmidt (2008,
2014). With a larger sample of those who served under only toxic leaders, it would have been
possible to estimate regression models using those in the observational segment of the study just
as had been done with the experimental segment.
It is important to note that the RQs and the hypotheses were not presented and tested as
ends in themselves. The goal was to better understand the relationships among the variables so
that a model, based on the toxic triangle, could be developed and tested, and that was the purpose
of the exploratory analyses that will be presented in Chapter 4. Two environmental variables
(one element of the toxic triangle) were measured, organizational culture (OC)—using a very
new measure—and workgroup cohesion (WGC); however, no predictions were made about how
OC and WGC might explain separately or together any variance in the DVs, that is, in JS and
WE, because too little was known about their relationships in the presence of the remaining
variables. After addressing the five RQs and better understanding the relationships among the
variables, two types of models were created: 1) classification models for identifying toxic and
nontoxic/servant leaders, and 2) relational models of how certain variables covary and interact
when JS and WE were regressed, individually, on the variables. The former was tested primarily
using binary logistic regression, and the latter was tested using multiple linear regression. After
confirming, tentatively, the working multiple regression models, the findings were cross
validated on the remaining data. The remaining data was also used to train models, which were
cross-validated on the original data (i.e., double cross-validation was conducted).
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Chapter Summary
This chapter has discussed the experimental and ex post facto survey study designed to
answer the specific research questions outlined above in an ethical and scientifically responsible
manner. The rationale for the sampling procedures is supportive of the objectives of the study
and should provide for meaningful nonstatistical generalization of the findings to the general
adult populations who have had experience working for or serving under another person and who
generally reflect the demographics of the sample data.
Together, this and the prior two chapters provide an overview of the research, the
theological and theoretical frameworks underlying the study, a summary of the current state of
the research on toxic leadership, the research design, and the rationale and potential benefits of
the study. In brief, followers, using the survey instrument described herein, provided ratings on
leaders the followers explicitly indicated were perceived as having regularly exhibited, or not
exhibited, toxic behaviors or characteristics, along with a measure of a follower characteristic
(GSE) and measures of the environments in which followers interacted with their leaders (OC
and WGC). Thus, measures from all three domains of the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007)
were collected and analyzed to better understand the relationships among the variables with both
perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders. Though Padilla at al. (2007) envisioned their model as one
supportive of destructive leadership, COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018) suggests the model
should equally explain nontoxic, or constructive, leadership, which was measured here as servant
leadership.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
This chapter provides an overview of the demographics of the participants in the samples
(U.S.A. and U.K.) before discussing general information about the distributions of the data and
the results of the analyses that were briefly described in Chapter 3. Before using any scales to
attempt to answer the research questions, each scale was assessed using confirmatory factor
analyses, and the results of those analyses, along with score reliabilities and related information
are provided. Next is a discussion of the results of the analyses related to each research question.
In short, support, or partial support, was found for most of the hypotheses; however, the
research questions and their related hypotheses were exploratory in that the goal was not simply
to find answers to those questions alone but to better understand the relationships among the
variables to develop classification models along with regression models for JS and WE that
include variables from all three elements of the toxic triangle, and then cross-validate the models
on the remaining data. Thus, after providing the results of the analyses of the RQs and their
respective hypotheses using the data from the U.S.A. experimental sample, new models were
hypothesized and tested, based on what was learned from the answering the research questions,
for their ability to predict their respective DVs. The results of those analyses, along with results
of cross-validations of the most pertinent aspects of the study are provided.
Research Questions
RQ1. What classification model best categorizes followers’ perceptions of leader type
(i.e., toxic or nontoxic) using followers’ ratings on the TLS, a model with Singh’s managerial
incompetence dimension or one without it?
RQ2. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leaders as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and the SL-7?
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RQ3. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ4. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the SL-7, and followers’ self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion?
RQ5. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of leadership as
measured by a composite TLS and SL-7 score and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for followers’ self-ratings of self-efficacy, sex, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion?
Hypotheses
H1a. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS.
H1b. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS after controlling for sex,
LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
H1.c. The TLS can be reduced in length without statistically significantly reducing its
accuracy to discriminate between perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders.
H2a. Followers’ TLS and SL-7 rating scores will be negatively correlated.
H2b. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
SL-7, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic leaders, as measured by the SL-7.
H2c. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
TLS, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic/servant leaders, as measured by the TLS.
H3a. TLS scores are negatively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion. (Note: Recall that standardized multiple regression weights are not really
correlations, but they may help to understand any sign changes more intuitively.)
H3b. Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between TLS scores and work engagement
and job satisfaction, with and without controlling for work engagement, sex, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion.
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H3c. Female followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS are statistically significantly
higher than male followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS, and therefore are negatively
correlated, with and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion.
H4a. SL-7 scores are positively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational culture, and
group cohesion.
H4b. Female followers’ mean scores on the SL-7 are statistically significantly higher
than male followers’ mean rating scores on the SL-7, and therefore are positively correlated, with
and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
H5. Job satisfaction and work engagement will positively correlate with the composite
TLS and SL-7 scores with and without controlling for any effects of self-efficacy, sex, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion.
Compilation Protocol and Measures
Various statistical analyses were used, and therefore only the major approaches will be
mentioned here briefly. Analysis began with a general screening of the data to determine the
shapes of distributions, outliers, etc. Given that two different groups were the focus of the study
(i.e., those rating perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders), data was expected to be, at least,
bimodal and nonnormal, and given that such data is expected to reflect reality in the population
(i.e., deviations in scores across groups), there was a bias towards preserving the data as-is rather
than deleting or adjusting it.
Whereas it is improper to talk about the validity of a scale or any other form of test
without qualification, and whereas the “evidence of the validity of a given interpretation of test
scores for a specified use is a necessary condition for the justifiable use of the test (AERA, APA,
& NCME, 2014. p. 11), and whereas “validation is the joint responsibility of the test developer
and the test user” (p. 13), the scales were analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
Additionally, score reliabilities were assessed for all scale scores to ensure they could provide
trustworthy estimates of the variances necessary to carry out the study.
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The remaining analyses were largely correlational, and two different forms of regression
analyses were used. Binary logistic regression, which is appropriate for classification problems
when the dependent variable (DV) is categorial and dichotomous, was used for the research
questions that implicated classification problems, and multiple linear regression was used to
assess the relationships between a DV and the variables relevant to each analysis. Given the
nonnormality of the data, outliers, etc., bootstrapping was conducted to estimate standard errors
and confidence intervals. Bootstrapping generally produces estimates that are robust to such
issues (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Field, 2018; Fox, 2015, Manly, 1997). Whenever possible,
bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) bootstrap samples were preferred given they tend to be
more accurate than other methods (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Field, 2018), particularly given the
skewness and kurtosis observed in the sample data.
Demographic and Sample Data
Participants came from the U.S.A. and the U.K., and each geographic group was
considered a different sample. The U.K. sample was used for validation purposes; however, for
simplicity, demographic information is included along with the corresponding information for
the U.S.A. sample. Consistent with the research design, the groups were further divided into
males and females and those with and without histories of working or serving under both a toxic
and nontoxic leader. Thus, there were multiple subsamples, and each is addressed as necessary to
provide an overview of distributions of some of the more important variables in the study along
with those that allow for an assessment of how well the samples may represent the population(s).
Average Participant Age
Whereas participation was limited to 250 males and females from each country, the
numbers of males and females in each sample was almost perfectly balanced, and for all practical
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purposes, was about 50% for each group. The mean age of participants in the U.S.A. was 38
(SD = 10), and the mean age of participants in the U.K. was 42 (SD = 11). Those estimates are
broken down by sex and participants’ perceptions of their leaders (toxic or nontoxic) in
Appendix D, Table D1, and the distributions of males and females by country and
experimental/nonexperimental status appears in Table D2. Based on the 99% confidence
intervals of the mean age of males in both samples, the U.S.A. males appear to be slightly
younger than the males in the U.K. sample. The same is true for the average age at which males
began serving under their nontoxic leaders (but not toxic leaders).
The reasons for the observed differences in the U.S.A. and U.K. male samples may be
numerous. Life expectancies are slightly higher in the U.K. (OECD, 2021), and the retirement
age is also slightly higher in the U.K. (age 66) given the U.K. does not have the early retirement
option (i.e., at age 62) available in the U.S.A. As a group, and using the confidence intervals
provided in the supplementary table (D1), the U.K. females’ mean age was not statistically
significantly different from the U.S.A. females at the .01 level; however, it would have been at
the more traditional and less conservative .05 level. Interestingly, unlike the U.K. males whose
retirement age increased from 65 to 66 in 2011—the same year mandatory retirement at age 65
also ended—the U.K. retirement age for females gradually increased from age 60 in 2011 to age
66, the current retirement age for both males and females, in October of 2020 (Moran, 2020).
The observation of such differences might suggest that despite using quota sampling, the samples
are, at least in some certain ways, reflective of the more general populations of workers in each
country.
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Racial Demographics
Follower Racial Demographics
White participants made up 85% and 92% of the U.S.A. and U.K. samples, respectively.
According to official estimates, in 2020 persons identified as White made up approximately 78%
and 88% of those employed in the U.S.A. and U.K., respectively (U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2021; Office for National Statistics, 2021). Thus, White followers, in comparison to
the population estimates, were somewhat oversampled in both samples. Using the same official
data, Black/African American followers were significantly under-sampled in the U.S.A. (about
6.6% vs about 12% in the population); although, that was not the case in the U.K. (about 3.2% vs
about 3% in the population). Asian followers may have been slightly under-sampled in the
U.S.A. sample (5.8% vs slightly more than 6% in the population), and they were clearly undersampled in the U.K. sample (3.2% vs about 6% in the population). No participants identified as
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, including the one participant presumably located in Hawaii.
Follower racial demographics are presented in Tables 10 and 11. Any apparent
differences gleaned from the tables should be considered somewhat rough because, for example,
the U.S.A. official data includes workers 16 years old and above, and the U.K. official data does
not include Northern Ireland; however, only 2.6% of the participants in the U.K. sample were
associated with IP addresses located in Northern Ireland. Moreover, the official data were
estimated using samples of the various subpopulations and therefore are themselves subject to
sampling error.
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Table 10

Followers’ Racial Identification Counts (Propor tions), D isaggregated by Follower Coun try and Sex

Followers’ Racial Identification Counts (Proportions), Disaggregated by Follower Country and Sex
Follower race
U.S.A.
U.K.
Total
Males
Females
Males
Females
207 (82.8) 216 (86.4) 423 (84.6)
228 (91.2) 233 (92.8)
White
14 (5.6)
19 (7.6)
33 (6.6)
5 (2.0)
11 (4.4)
Black or African American
1 (0.4)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.2)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
American Indian or Alaska Native
19
(7.6)
10
(4.0)
29
(5.8)
12
(4.8)
4 (1.6)
Asian
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
9 (3.6)
5 (2.0)
14 (2.8)
5 (2.0)
3 (1.2)
Other

Total
461 (92.0)
16 (3.2)
0 (0.0)
16 (3.2)
0 (0.0)
8 (1.6)

Table 11 provides similar information broken down by experimental and
nonexperimental subsamples. Although not shown in Table 11, but calculable from the data, the
proportions vary, but participants identifying as White tended to be somewhat oversampled in
the experimental subsamples and less so in the nonexperimental samples. In hindsight, that
should not have been unexpected given that a post-survey review of potential participants in
Prolific’s panel, using the same prescreening as done in the study and then adding an additional
screener for race, suggested that the proportions of potential panel members identifying as White
were slightly higher than in the targeted populations, and the proportions of potential panel
members identifying as Black/African American were lower than in the targeted populations.
Leader Racial Demographics
Participants were also asked to provide the race of the leaders each rated. The trends were
similar, but the proportions of leaders identified by followers as White, Black/African American,
and Asian in the U.S.A. sample were somewhat more consistent with the population (80%, 8%,
and 5% vs 78%, 12%, and 6%, respectively). Still, Blacks/African Americans were clearly
underrepresented. In the U.K. sample, leaders identified by followers as White were
overrepresented, reflecting almost 94% of the leaders rated, which, by necessity, indicates
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leaders of other races were underrepresented. Table D3 provides the same information provided
in Table 11 except for leaders rated rather than followers/participants providing the ratings.
Table 11 Participant/Follower Racial Identification Counts (Percent), Disaggregated by Country, Sex, and Experimental/Nonexperimental Groups
Participant/Follower Racial Identification Counts (Percent), Disaggregated by Country, Sex, and
Experimental/Nonexperimental Groups
Country/Group/Sex
A
AI/AN
B/AA
O
W
Totals
United States
Experimental
Males
13 (68.4)
1 (100)
13 (92.9)
8 (88.9)
166 (80.2)
201 (80.4)
Females
6 (60.0)
0 (0.0)
16 (84.2)
4 (80.0)
187 (86.6)
213 (85.2)
Nonexperimental
Males
6 (31.6)
0 (0.0)
1 (7.1)
1 (11.1)
41 (19.8)
49 (19.6)
Females
4 (40.0)
0 (0.0)
3 (15.8)
1 (20.0)
29 (13.4)
37 (14.8)
United Kingdom
Experimental
Males
10 (83.3)
0 (0.0)
5 (100)
4 (80.0)
189 (82.9)
208 (83.2)
Females
3 (75.0)
0 (0.0)
7 (63.6)
3 (100)
201 (86.3)
214 (85.3)
Nonexperimental
Males
2 (16.7)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
1 (20.0)
39 (17.1)
42 (16.8)
Females
1 (25.0)
0 (0.0)
4 (36.4)
0 (0.0)
32 (13.7)
37 (14.7)
Note. A = Asian; AI/AN = American Indian/Alaskan Native; B/AA = Black/African American; O = Other; W =
White. Proportions are the proportions of males and females, respectively, of each race in each group (U.S.A.
experimental and nonexperimental groups and U.K. experimental and nonexperimental groups). Recall that those
in the experimental groups reported histories of serving under both types of leaders (toxic and nontoxic).

Geographic Information
Qualtrics provided approximate location data for each participant using latitude and
longitudes. For respondents located in the U.S.A., Qualtrics’ supporting information indicated
that such information is likely accurate to at least the city level; for those outside the U.S.A.,
accuracy may be limited to the country level. To ensure anonymity, however, the location data
was analyzed separately such that it was not associated with any specific participant. To do so,
the location information was entered into a spreadsheet and the spreadsheet was programmed, by
referencing an online geolocation service, to produce a by-state breakdown of participant IP
address location information. Although there is no guarantee the information is highly accurate,
particularly with location data estimated from IP addresses, which can be masked by using a
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proxy server, for example, the data does suggest participants came from broad geographical
locations consistent with the target populations.
Table D4 provides the proportions of respondents from each state in the U.S.A. and
provides a comparison with proportions derived from U.S. Census Bureau (2019) estimates.
Some states are overrepresented, and some are underrepresented, but overall, the proportions
correlate at .92, suggesting the dispersion of participants across the U.S.A. is what would be
predicted based on population estimates. No respondents were located in Montana, South
Dakota, and Wyoming; however, some of the surrounding states, e.g., Colorado, Nebraska,
appear to have been oversampled. It may be that the IP location information in those areas,
particularly if respondents were near a border, is associated with a major city in an adjoining
state. For the U.K., as with the U.S.A. data, the sample and population proportions correlate at
.92, also suggesting the dispersion of participants across the U.K. is what would be predicted
based on population estimates. The U.K. breakdowns can be seen in Table D5.
Based on the prescreening information it had on file for each participant, Prolific
provided job sector information for all but one of the participants. Because the data may have
been provided to Prolific some months ago, there is no guarantee the information is current for
all participants. Additionally, whereas the experimental participants, that is, those with histories
of working under both leader types, were asked to rate their most recent toxic or nontoxic leader,
some may have had to think back to a time beyond working in their current work sector. Still,
sector stability tends to be the norm unless economic conditions are poor (Piatak, 2017).
Although participants were recruited during a pandemic that certainly created poor economic
conditions, its impact was so widespread that there were few places for work-seekers to go given
“the unprecedented scale of job losses due to coronavirus containment measures” (Petrosky-
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Nadeau & Valletta, 2020, p. 1). Thus, the sector information is assumed to be at least
approximately accurate, with most participants (68%) reporting working in the for-profit sector,
and fewer working in the government (20%) and nonprofit (12%) sectors. The breakdowns by
participant sex are contained in Table D6.
Work Histories Under Toxic and Nontoxic Leaders
Pilot Samples
One’s history of serving under a toxic leader is not a commonly requested demographic,
and therefore, prevalence estimates are rare. As noted above, the chief reason for the pilot
portion of the study was to ensure feasibility of the study. Without a significant proportion of
participants indicating they had experience serving under both leader types, the experimental
aspect of the study would not have been possible absent extraordinarily large sample sizes,
which would not have been available using only Prolific’s panel members. Males and females in
the pilot samples, all of whom were from the U.K., indicated approximately 85% and 83%,
respectively, had a history of serving under both toxic and nontoxic leaders. Whereas the survey
appeared to be working as intended, for example, the survey logic was working as designed, and
whereas the pilot study suggested the experimental aspect was feasible, the remaining
participants were sought, and the pilot samples were simply combined with the new data.
All Samples (Pilot/Non-pilot Combined)
Overall, 83% of the U.S.A. participants and 84% of the U.K. participants reported
histories of having worked or served under both a toxic and nontoxic leader. Those statistics are
broken down by participant sex in Table D7. Using 5,000 bias corrected and accelerated
bootstrap (BCa) samples, the 99% CIs for the U.S.A. and U.K. were [.78, .87] and [.79, .88],
respectively, indicating there was not a significant difference between the two groups. The
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proportions observed in the present study do not appear to be very different from those observed
by R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) in his two studies in which he observed proportions of .78, CIBCa
[.72, .84], and .76, CIBCa [.70, .81], respectively. Note that CIs were estimated from the data
provided in R. M. Bell (2017, 2020); they did not appear in the original publications.
Just because a participant reported a history of having served under a toxic leader does
not mean the participant continued to serve under such a leader. It was assumed that serving
under a nontoxic leader was the norm, and therefore it was expected that fewer participants
would report they were currently serving under a toxic leader. Of those in the U.S.A. and U.K.
rating their current leaders, approximately 22% and 21%, respectively, indicated they were
serving under leaders they perceived as toxic. Those statistics, along with their confidence
intervals, are broken down by participant sex in Table 12. Overall, of the 377 participants in the
U.S.A. and U.K. rating their current leaders, 21.5%, 99% CI [16.7, 26.5], perceived those leaders
to be toxic.
Table 12 Means and Confidence Intervals of Proportions of Followers Perceiving Their Current Leader as Toxic by Country and Sex
Means and Confidence Intervals of Proportions of Followers Perceiving Their Current Leader as Toxic by
Country and Sex
Sex
U.S.A.
U.K.
99% CI LL
Ave %
99% CI UL
99% CI LL
Ave %
99% CI UL
Males
11.2
19.4
28.6
12.0
20.7
30.4
Females
15.8
24.8
34.7
11.6
20.9
31.4
Males & Females
15.1
22.1
29.6
13.5
20.8
28.1
Note. CI = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level of CI; UL = Upper Level of CI; Ave = Average. CIs were
calculated using 5,000 BCa bootstrapped samples. N = 199 and 178 for the U.S.A. and U.K., respectively.

Withdrawal Rates
Based on the information provided within the Prolific site, 5,080 panel members were
estimated to be eligible to participate in the survey. “Eligible” means the panel members met the
prescreening criteria (e.g., English fluency, employed by another), and the panel member was
active, that is, had logged into Prolific within the preceding 90 days. The number of potential
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respondents varied by country and sex, with more eligible in the U.K., for both sexes, than in the
U.S.A. A true participation rate cannot be calculated, but it is noteworthy that very few withdrew
from the study after entering the survey, that is, after selecting to visit the Qualtrics survey link.
Withdrawals included those who timed out (i.e., exceeded the maximum time of 44 minutes
allotted by Prolific to return from Qualtrics to record having completed the survey) and those
who manually returned the survey (i.e., returned to Prolific after clicking on the survey link,
whether or not they responded to any items, and indicated they no longer wanted to participate).
Of those who entered the survey, 2.44% chose to return to Prolific without completing the
survey. Including those who timed out—the reasons for which are unknown but likely include
interruption and technical difficulties—3.47% of those who entered the survey withdrew. Thus,
of those who selected to proceed to the survey URL, a substantial majority (96.53%) chose to
complete the survey. Breakdowns by country and sex appear in Table D8.
Data Analysis and Findings
Preliminary Analyses: 414 U.S.A. Randomly Assigned Participants (Experimental Group)
Brief Description of the Cases
Of the 500 participants in the U.S.A. sample, 414 (83%) indicated they had experience
working or serving under both a toxic and nontoxic leader and thus were randomly assigned to
rate either their most recent toxic or nontoxic leader. Males and females comprised 48.6% and
51.4% of the sample of randomly assigned participants, respectively. Of the 201 males, 103
(51.2%) were randomly assigned to rate a nontoxic leader, and 98 (48.8%) were randomly
assigned to rate a toxic leader. Of the 213 females, 107 (50.2%) were randomly assigned to rate a
nontoxic leader, and 106 (49.8%) were randomly assigned to rate a toxic leader. Thus, together,
males and females rated 210 nontoxic and 204 toxic leaders, respectively. The average age of
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males and females was 39 (SD = 9.8), and 38 (SD = 10.5), respectively. The approximate
average age at which males and females began serving under the leaders they rated was the same
for both groups: 31 (SD = 8.7 and 8.9, for males and females respectively).
Univariate Analysis of Scale Items
Univariate outlier analyses of all scale items were completed prior to creating and
assessing the scales. Most items tended to produce z-scores suggesting possible outliers, that is,
z-scores with an absolute value of greater than 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020). However, upon
closer inspection, the possible outliers occurred when few participants indicated disagreement,
and particularly strong disagreement, with the item. Additionally, almost half of the variables
were significantly skewed, and most were significantly kurtotic at the .01 level of significance,
that is, using a critical value of +/-2.58 and the formulas for standardizing the values as presented
in Hair et al. (2020, pp. 95–96). Individual items were not used alone but combined to form
scales; therefore, all responses were maintained, and multivariate outliers were assessed as
necessary for the multivariate analyses discussed later.
Table D9 contains the mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis statistics for all
scale items for the experimental cases in the U.S.A. sample. Figures E1 and E2 contain data for
the U.S.A. and U.K. experimental groups. E1 contains stacked bar charts of the major variables
in the study separated by perceived leader type, and E2 contains the same information by
perceived leader type and sex of the follower. Together, they provide an overview of the
distributions of scores for the different scales and TLS subscales.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Established and Proposed Scales
Initially, scales were created by summing all items in a given scale to create a total scale
score. For example, Schmidt’s (2014) TLS, called the TLS-15 to differentiate it from the larger
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version containing additional items, was created by summing the scores for all 15 items. The
newly proposed scale, what is here called the TLS-18 for simplicity, was created by adding the
sums of the three items from Singh’s (2019) managerial incompetence dimension to the TLS-15.
Whereas several scales were used in the study, analysis began by testing how well the
models fit the data. To do so, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA), using SPSS AMOS (version
23) were conducted on each of the scales separately. This is not the optimal approach when a
larger model is hypothesized (Hair et al., 2020); however, separate analyses allowed for
necessary comparisons within the study along with other studies in which only certain single
models were assessed. Despite debates and thoughts about whether one estimator is best, correct,
wrong, etc., with ordinal scales (Li, 2016; Tarka, 2017), to maintain consistency, allow more
direct comparisons with Schmidt (2008, 2014), and to take advantage of the fit indices
adjustments available when data does not meet the assumption of normality (Walker & Smith,
2017, discussed below), a maximum likelihood estimator—the most common approach when
conducting CFA (Li, 2016; Ullman, 2006)—was used. Moreover, the bootstrap approach is
designed to address the issue of violating assumptions, which in some cases performs better than
alternative methods; although, several factors can influence performance (Fouladi, 1998; Nevitt
& Hancock, 1998).
Whereas univariate analyses showed much of the data was nonnormal, it is not surprising
that multivariate nonnormality was also present. Nonnormality, specifically multivariate kurtosis,
can be problematic when calculating fit indices in CFA when using maximum likelihood
estimation, particularly by inflating the chi-square statistic and deflating of standard errors,
which can lead to the improper rejection of adequate fitting models (Walker & Smith, 2017). All
scale measurement models exhibited significant multivariate kurtosis along with the presence of
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multivariate outliers. (Details appear in Table D10.) To address the issue of nonnormality on the
fit indices, adjusted fit indices were used when the Bollen-Stine bootstrap procedure (Bollen &
Stine, 1992) indicated a poor fit, that is, when the associated p-value from the 5,000 bootstraps
was less than .05. To do so, the procedures and SPSS syntax (Walker & Smith, 2016) described
in Walker and Smith (2017) were used to calculate robust estimates of RMSEA, CFI, and TLI
indices.
Three of the scales (WGC, JS-WE, and GSE) did not result in Bollen-Stine p-values
indicating a poor fit despite nonnormality, so no adjustments to the fit indices were made. The fit
indices of those CFAs are presented in Table 13. The remaining scales did show evidence of
poor fit based on the Bollen-Stine p-values from the bootstrapped samples. The fit indices and
adjusted fit indices for those scales are presented in Table 14. Both tables include the average
variance extracted, which was calculated using the formula in Hair et al. (2020, p. 676). Average
variance extracted is “a measure of convergent validity… [indicating] the degree to which a
latent construct explains the variance of its indicators” (Hair et al., 2020, p. 760), and Hair et al.
suggested a minimum AVE of .5 as a good rule-of-thumb to indicate adequate convergence.
Table 13 Fit Indices of CFAs for the WGC, GSE, and JS-WE scales on the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Fit Indices of CFAs for the WGC, GSE, and JS-WE scales on the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Scale
χ2
B-S
CFI
TLI
RMSEA
AVE
value df
p
χ2
p
WGC
0.11
2
.95
0.053
.974
1.00
1.00
.000
.84
GSE
21.52
9
.01
14.43
.108
.994
.990
.058
.71
JS-WE a
23.62
8
.00
14.48
.070
.995
.990
.069
.91/.68
Note. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS (version 23) using a maximum likelihood
estimator. B-S = Bolen-Stine, and the p-value is from 5,000 bootstraps; AVE = average variance extracted.
a
Each scale, both of which are one of several factors in the DEOC’s instrument measuring organizational
effectiveness, and each of which contained only three items, were analyzed together as two factors in a single
scale so that fit statistics could be calculated.
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Table 14 Fit Indices of CFAs for the TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, and OCS scales on the 414 U.S.A. Randomly Assigned Cases
Fit Indices of CFAs for the TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, and OCS scales on the 414 U.S.A. Randomly Assigned Cases
Scale
value

χ2
df

B-S
p

χ2 a

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

AVE

p

TLS-15 b
Unadjusted
357.20
90
.00
.959
.952
.085
.70
Adjusted
113.15
.000
.996
.996
.025
TLS-18 b
Unadjusted
610.87
135
.00
.939
.931
.092
.68
Adjusted
163.12
.000
.996
.996
.022
SL-7
Unadjusted
34.84
14
.00
.989
.983
.060
.62
Adjusted
24.49
.040
.994
.992
.043
LMX-7
Unadjusted
79.14
14
.00
.979
.969
.106
.78
Adjusted
23.69
.000
.997
.995
.041
OCS
Unadjusted
58.44
14
.00
.979
.969
.088
.66
Adjusted
34.09
.002
.991
.986
.059
Note. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS (version 23) using a maximum likelihood
estimator. B-S = Bolen-Stine, and the p-value is from 5,000 bootstraps; AVE = average variance extracted. Only
fit indices were adjusted.
a
The Bolen-Stine χ2 was computed from the p-value derived from the Bollen-Stine bootstrapping procedure in
AMOS using Walker and Smith’s (2016) SPSS syntax. It is in that sense that the χ2 is adjusted.
b
Single factor model.

CFA is a type/special case of structural equation modeling (SEM; T. A. Brown, 2006;
Hair et al., 2020; Ullman, 2006, 2020). In SEM, the observed sample covariance matrix is
compared against the model’s estimated (i.e., implied) covariance matrix in the population
(Ullman, 2006). A good, or close, model will produce similar covariance matrices, that is, the
observed data’s covariance matrix should closely fit the implied model’s matrix. A difference (or
closeness) in the fit of the two estimates is assessed using a chi-square test statistic: Good fitting
models are presumed by the lack of a significant chi-square statistic (Hair et al., 2020; Ullman,
2006, 2020). Alternatively, a significant chi-square can be thought of as indicating a bad fit.
Because it is a logical fallacy to accept the null (i.e., good fit, in this case), a lack of rejection of
the null, by itself, cannot be considered as having proved or confirmed a good fit. Additionally, it
is well known that the chi-square statistic can be sensitive to sample size, among other things.
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Large sample sizes, as is the case here, can lead to rejection of good-fitting models (a Type 1
error) based on only trivial differences (Ullman, 2020). Therefore, several other fit indices were
used to assess model fit (Hair et al., 2020; Ullman, 2006, 2020).
Based on the most recent research, Hair et al. (2020) provided a summary of some
goodness of fit rules of thumb for assessing model fit in CFA. They suggested CFI and TLI
should be above .96 for models with fewer than 12 items, and above .94 for models with 12 to 30
items. Additionally, they suggested RMSEA should be below 0.07 (with an adequate CFI). All
scale fit indices suggested each scale, including the proposed, single-factor, TLS-18 scale
(discussed later), had an adequate fit. The modification indices suggested the fit of the OCS
scale, as measured by RMSEA, could be improved with the removal of OCS Item 7. However,
the fit was still good, and the item appears important to measure the theoretical construct;
therefore, the scale was left as is. Alternative TLS scales will be discussed below.
Multidimensional/Multifactor TLS Models
As noted in Tables 13 and 14, the TLS-15 and TLS-18 scales are based on
unidimensional/single factor models. Schmidt (2008, 2014) found a five-factor structure when he
created and validated the 30- and 15-item versions of the TLS. With the U.S.A. experimental
sample, the implied covariance matrices were not positive definite. That is, the implied
covariance matrix for each model was not possible because each required that some of the
predictors explain more than 100% of the variance in the factor with which they were associated.
R. M. Bell (2020) also found all items in the 15-item version of the TLS loaded on a single factor
rather than multiple factors; however, he used an exploratory approach rather than a
confirmatory approach, which could explain the difference given the weaknesses of EFA noted
earlier. Assuming the exploratory approach was not an issue, together, that could mean the multi-
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factor model was wrong, the sample sizes were too small, or multicollinearity or outliers were a
problem in the Bell and the current study. Those issues will be addressed in more detail later.
The bivariate correlations among the five dimensions/factors identified by Schmidt
(2008, 2014) and the Managerial Incompetence dimension of Singh (2019) ranged from .77 to
.90. (The correlation matrix appears in Table D11, and the bivariate factor correlations of D11
can be contrasted with the TLS item correlations, including the Singh [2019] managerial
incompetence items, in Table D12.) The higher bivariate factor correlations suggest
multicollinearity is probably the reason a proper solution could not be found for the five-factor
model; however, there were also some outliers that were not yet addressed. Still,
multicollinearity appeared to be a potential problem at the factor level; however, the bivariate
item correlations tended to be less extreme, ranging from .45 to .86.
Score Reliabilities for the Scales
When score reliabilities were reported in prior research, most contained only Cronbach’s
alpha. The potential problems associated with Cronbach’s alpha have been noted, and better
alternatives, such as omega, have been suggested (Dunn et al., 2014). To allow for comparison
with prior research, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for all scales, along with the TLS subscale
dimensions, and is reported here alongside McDonald’s omega in Table 15. With this sample,
there is little difference in the two estimates. The omega statistic might suggest reliability for
work engagement scores, for example, may be slightly higher than it appears when using the
more traditional alpha given the lower limit of the 99% CI is higher for the omega estimate than
alpha estimate. With that said, the confidence intervals overlap such that each contains the
other’s point estimate, and therefore any assumptions are speculative without testing them
directly. With the exception of the scores on the work engagement (WE) scale—for which
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reliability was still very good at .87—the reliability estimates for the full scale scores were all
greater than .90 whether considering the point estimates or the lower level of the 99% CIs.
Table 15 Scale Score Internal Consistency Reliabilities and 99% CIs
Scale Score Internal Consistency Reliabilities and [99% BCa CIs]
Scale
Cronbach’s alpha
McDonald’s omega
WGC
.953 [.937, .965]
.954 [.938, .966]
GSE
.934 [.915, .951]
.935 [.917, .954]
JS
.969 [.956, .977]
.969 [.959, .977]
WE
.853 [.814, .886]
.871 [.840, .893]
SL-7
.918 [.899, .933]
.923 [.905, .934]
LMX-7
.961 [.953, .967]
.962 [.954, .968]
OCS
.931 [.915, .944]
.933 [.918, .946]
TLS-15
All (15) items summed a
.972 [.967, .976]
.973 [.969, .978]
Subscale (5) items summed b
.965 [.958, .971]
.966 [.959, .972]
TLS-18
All (18) items summed a
.975 [.971, .979]
.976 [.972, .979]
Subscale (6) items summed b
.968 [.962, .973]
.970 [.963, .974]
TLS subscales
Self-promotion
.921 [.901, .939]
.922 [.898, .938]
Abusive supervision
.874 [.841, .901]
.878 [.841, .901]
Unpredictability
.892 [862, .915]
.899 [.869, .920]
Narcissism
.894 [.864, .915]
.900 [.869, .922]
Authoritative leadership
.852 [.810, .881]
.854 [.816, .882]
Managerial Incompetence
.852 [.810, .882]
.865 [.837, .893]
Note. 99% confidence intervals [CIs] are based on 1,000 bootstrapped samples. Estimates
were calculated with the MBESS R Package (K. Kelley, 2020) using the IBM SPSS R
Integration Package within SPSS. Estimates are provided to three decimal places simply
because some point estimates would not differ from either the upper or lower level of their
CIs and are shown for convenience. Precision to three decimal places is not implied.
a
All 15 or 18 individual items were summed (i.e., N = 15 or N = 18) to create the scale.
b
The 5- or 6-dimension subscale item totals were summed (i.e., N = 5 or N = 6) to create
the scale.

Research Question One (RQ1)
RQ1 Hypothesis 1a
RQ 1 asked the following question: “What classification model best categorizes
followers’ perceptions of leader type (i.e., toxic or nontoxic) using followers’ ratings on the TLS,
a model with Singh’s managerial incompetence dimension or one without it?” To answer the
question, three hypotheses were stated, the first of which was as follows:
H1a. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS.
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Whereas the research question and related hypothesis poses a classification problem with a
dichotomous outcome (i.e., followers’ perceptions of their leaders as either toxic or nontoxic),
the question was answered using binary logistic regression, which makes no assumptions about
the distributions of the predictor variables (Hosmer et al., 2013; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020).
Unlike linear regression, which predicts a continuous variable’s value from another
variable’s value, or group of variables’ values, logistic regression predicts “an underlying
variable…, the probability of membership in [a particular] group” (Cohen et al., 2003, p. 483).
The difference in approaches is because the Y values in a classification problem are dichotomous
categorical variables coded as numbers for mathematical convenience, for example, 0 or 1, and
therefore the relationship between continuous or interval predictor scores and the dichotomous
categorical outcome values are not—and cannot be—linear. Linearity is created, or at least
attempted, by modeling the relationship between the predictor values and the probabilities of
membership in one of the two groups.
To address RQ 1, a total score for the TLS-15 scale was calculated by summing the
values of all 15 items, and a total score for the managerial incompetence (MI) dimension was
calculated by summing the values of the three items forming the MI dimension. A review of the
data revealed outlier scores for both scales (Figure E3 depicts the distributions); however, all
cases remained in the analysis initially.
IBM SPSS (Version 28) was used to conduct the logistic regression using the
bootstrapping option, specifically, using 1,000 bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa)
bootstrapped samples. Prior to conducting the analysis to answer H1a, the predictor variables
were tested, using the Box-Tidwell approach (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020) to verify there was no
violation of the assumption of linearity in the logit. The interaction between the TLS-15
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predictor and its natural logarithm was significant in the standard analysis (p = .036); however, it
only approached significance with the bootstrapped samples (p = .057). The difference between
the two approaches suggests outliers, particularly given the otherwise rather well separated
distributions of scores for both variables. Moreover, they appeared substantial enough to be
influencing somewhat the generally robust bootstrapped sample statistics.
After removing only two outliers, the interaction between the TLS-15 and its natural
logarithm was not significant in either the standard or bootstrap analysis (p = .886 and .861,
respectively), so the analysis proceeded with the remaining 412 cases. Both outliers were for
perceived nontoxic leaders; however, both participants scored their leaders very highly on the
TLS—90 points out of 105 possible points—indicating agreement with the TLS statements after
having indicated they had a positive (i.e., nontoxic) leader in mind who did not routinely exhibit
the general behaviors probed by the TLS items. One had no variability in scores, that is, all TLS
scores were a six (6), which meant the participant agreed with every TLS item. It is unclear why
the scores appear to be the opposite of what is expected, but they were clearly leveraging the
estimates, which their removal remedied. The zero-order correlations for the major scales,
subscales, and other variables, after removing the two outliers, appear in Table 16.
The variable representing followers’ perceptions of their leaders (the DV) was regressed
on the two predictor variables, that is, the TLS-15 and MI total scores. Six outliers with
studentized residuals greater than two remained, but the Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of model
fit, as implemented in SPSS, was not significant, χ2(8, N = 412) = .83, p = .999, indicating there
was a lack of evidence to conclude a poor fit. The standard and bootstrapped coefficients were
all statistically significant (p < .005 for all coefficients). (For details, see Tables D13 and D14.)
When follower sex was also included as an IV, it was not a significant predictor of the DV
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(pboot = .497). The results indicate that, while holding TLS-15 constant, for each one-unit change
in the MI score, a follower is approximately 1.3, 95% CIBCa [1.1, 1.7], times more likely to
perceive the leader as toxic.
Table 16 Means (SD) and Zero-order Correlations for Major Scales/IVs for the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Means (SD) and Zero-order Correlations for Major Scales/IVs for the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Variable M SD 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13 14
1. SP
11.1 6.0
2. AS
10.9 5.5 .88**
3. Un
11.5 5.6 .86** .90**
4. N
13.3 5.4 .87** .85** .84**
5. AL
11.9 5.1 .82** .83** .81** .79**
6. MI
10.5 5.4 .86** .82** .80** .77** .82**
7. TLS15 58.7 25.9 .95** .95** .94** .93** .91** .87**
8. TLS18 69.3 30.7 .95** .95** .94** .92** .91** .91** 1.0**
9. SL7
28.0 11.2 -.84** -.84** -.82** -.80** -.78** -.79** -.87** -.87**
10. LMX 22.1 8.2 -.86** -.84** -.81** -.79** -.80** -.82** -.88** -.89** .89**
11. OCS
32.6 10.0 -.51** -.52** -.50** -.47** -.49** -.51** -.53** -.54** .56** .59**
12. WGC 21.4 5.1 -.44** -.43** -.43** -.39** -.45** -.47** -.46** -.47** .45** .48** .68**
13. GSE
31.5 6.9 -.33** -.34** -.35** -.28** -.34** -.33** -.35** -.35** .37** .43** .43** .40**
14. Sex
0.5 0.5 .00 0.02 -.01 -.01 .04 -.01 .01
.01 -.03 -.03 -.10 -.06 -.15**
15. LdrTp 0.5 0.5 .87** .86** .86** .80** .81** .83** .90** .90** -.86** -.85** -.51** -.43** -.34** 0.01
Note. M and SD represent the mean and standard deviation, respectively. SP, AS, Un, N, and AL = Schmidt’s
(2008, 2014) five dimensions of toxic leadership: Self-Promotion, Abusive Supervision, Unpredictability,
Narcissism, and Authoritative Leadership, respectively. MI = Singh’s (2019) Managerial Incompetence dimension.
Sex = Follower’s sex; LdrTp = Followers’ perception of leader (toxic/nontoxic).
*
Indicates p < .05.
**
Indicates p < .01.

RQ1 Hypothesis 1b
Hypothesis 1b was similar to the prior hypothesis; however, the issue was whether MI
was a significant predictor of perceived leader type when in the presence of additional variables.
Specifically, the hypothesis was as follows:
H1b. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019) MI dimension will
statistically significantly increase the discriminative power of the TLS after controlling
for follower sex, LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
The bivariate correlations between the TLS-15, MI, and LMX-7 variables were very high (see
Table 16), suggesting collinearity and multicollinearity may be a problem; however, the analysis
proceeded, initially, as intended. As with the prior hypothesis, all the predictor variables were
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tested in advance to check for evidence of any violations of the assumption of linearity in the
logit.
Once again, the Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of model fit was not significant, χ2(8, N =
412) = .596, p > .999. The bootstrapping process had several errors, and SPSS could not provide
stable BCa confidence interval estimates for the lower levels of the coefficients and instead
replaced them with estimates based on the percentile method, which can be less accurate than the
BCa method, depending on various factors (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993). Whereas the SPSS
warnings were somewhat vague and uninformative, the analyses were conducted again in R
(version 4.1; R Core Team, 2021). Bootstrapped estimates were calculated using the Boot
package (Canty & Ripley, 2021). The output indicated convergence problems along with fitted
probabilities of zero or one, which is explainable by the apparent collinearity/multicollinearity
issues.4 Therefore, the analysis was repeated in SPSS using the bootstrap percentile method, and
the number of bootstrapped samples was slightly increased to 1,050 to ensure at least 1,000
usable samples were obtained.
In the presence of the additional variables, the TLS-15 variable did (p = <.001), but the
MI variable did not (p = 0.57), significantly contribute to the model when using the estimates
produced from the raw data. However, the bootstrapped estimates for both variables indicated
that both significantly contributed to the model (p = <.001 and p = .029 for TLS-15 and MI
variables, respectively). (The coefficients and related estimates from both approaches appear in
Tables D15 and D16). Even though the bootstrapped-based test for significance indicated that MI
contributed significantly to the model (p = .029), the bootstrapped results were still suspect as the
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When run as a linear regression, collinearity diagnostics revealed a variance inflation factor (VIF) of 6.2 and 5.1
for the TLS and LMX-7 variables, respectively. Although not too high, a VIF of 5.1 means a more than doubling of
standard errors (√5.1 ≈ 2.26).
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lower level of the 95% confidence interval included 0, suggesting MI’s contribution cannot be
said to be different from 0. Generally, when a bootstrapped CI barely contains 0, the associated
p-value is closer to .05, though it need not be. Given the prior errors and 41 unusable bootstrap
samples in the analyses, another approach was also taken.
To increase confidence in the results, two additional, approximately equivalent,
approaches were taken: discriminant analysis and multiple linear regression. Logistic regression
tends to be preferred to discriminant analysis because, as noted earlier, logistic regression makes
no assumptions about the distributions of the predictor variables. Discriminant analysis assumes
multivariate normality as well as an equal dispersion of the predictor variables, and violations
can impact estimates with small samples or large differences in group sizes (Hair et al., 2020).
Similarly, it is well known that multiple linear regression assumes, among others, normality in
the distribution of errors. The interest here, however, was not to create a predictive model from
either approach. Rather, the interest was simply determining the significance or nonsignificance
of the independent variables using models that take a somewhat different mathematical approach
and may be less impacted by the well-separated groups of leader types, thereby allowing stability
in the bootstrapped estimates. Multiple regression and discriminant analysis are two different
techniques, but when there are only two groups, “the discriminant weights are proportional to the
weights for a multiple regression equation of a dichotomous group-membership variable on the p
predictors” (Tatsuoka, 1971, p. 173). Thus, results for both should be consistent.
Unlike the multiple logistic regression, the discriminant analysis and multiple linear
regression produced no errors or warnings with the bootstrapped samples/estimates. Both, as
would be expected based on Tatsuoka’s (1973) comment about proportionality, produced
consistent results. Not only were they consistent with each other, but they were consistent with

175

the findings from the logistic regression. That is, using the BCa bootstrapped (95%) confidence
intervals, the significant variables (TLS-15, MI, and LMX-7) and the non-significant variables
(OCS, WGC, and Follower Sex) in the logistic regression were consistent with the other two
approaches, that is, they remained significant (pboot < .001) or non-significant in each approach.
Moreover, the discriminant function properly classified 97.3% of the cases with the original data
and leave one out cross-validation. Thus, the MI factor appears to significantly contribute to the
model even when in the presence of the remaining variables. (More complete results appear in
Table D17.)
The classification accuracy for the TLS-15 model alone was excellent (96.6% accuracy),
and therefore there was little room for improvement by adding the MI variable; however,
accuracy was 96.8% when MI was included. For comparison purposes, the accuracy of the TLS18 was 97.3%. Still, the model with the MI variable provided more information about the
outcome/response variable (i.e., perceived leader type) even in the presence of other variables,
than a model that did not include the MI variable. Thus, the model that included MI provided
more explanatory information and, in the long run, would also be expected to provide slightly
more correct classifications.
RQ1 Hypothesis 1c
Hypothesis 1c stated that the TLS could be shortened without significantly reducing its
classification ability. Specifically, the hypothesis read as follows:
H1.c. The TLS can be reduced in length without statistically significantly reducing its
ability to accurately discriminate between perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders.
Said differently, the TLS can be just as effective at classifying those perceived as toxic from
those perceived as nontoxic by using a scale containing fewer than all 15 or 18 items.
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Analysis began by looking at the factor loadings for each dimension reported by Schmidt
(2008, 2014) and R. M. Bell (2020), along with those observed here. Several items were
consistently higher than others, for example, item AL14 had the highest loading on the
Authoritarian Leadership dimension across all studies. For the remaining dimensions, there were
some differences across studies, but a single item from each dimension tended have the highest
loading in at least three of the four studies. (Table D18 provides a complete list.) After
determining which items had the highest loadings historically, a CFA was conducted using
combinations of the items along with a consideration the fits and modification indices of the
different models starting with SP3, AS5, U7, N11, and AL14. The Abusive Supervision item
appeared to detrimentally impact the fit in this sample, and after a brief check of alternatives, a
model containing items SP3, AS4, U7, N11, and AL14 fit the data (χ2 = 5.80; df = 5; p = .33;
CFI = 1.00; TLI = .999; RMSEA = .020). Next, the item Singh (2019) reported as having the
highest loading in the MI dimension was added: item MI1. That six-item model also fit the data
(χ2 = 14.71; df = 9; p = .10; CFI = .997; TLI = .995; RMSEA = .039). (The models, including
standardized loadings, are depicted graphically in Figure E4; the TLS-15 and 18, in E5.)
The omega reliability for the five-item model was .931, 99% CIBCa [.911, .942], and the
alpha reliability was .929, CIBCa [.913, .943]. The omega reliability for the six-item version was
.936, 99% CIBCa [.922, .947], and the alpha reliability was .935, CIBCa [.921, .948]. The average
variance extracted (AVE) for the five- and six-item versions was .73, 95% CIBCa [.66, .78], and
.71, 95% CIBCa [.64, .77], respectively. The AVE CIs were calculated using the upper and lower
limits of the CIs for the standardized regression weights produced by the AMOS BCa bootstrap
procedure. For these models, the AVE is consistent with the point estimates for the15- and 18item models, with an AVE of .70 and .68, respectively. However, despite the AVE point estimate

177

being higher with the 5-item model, in a logistic regression, the 5- and 6-item versions classified
94.7% and 95.4% of the cases correctly, respectively.
For each logistic regression model, each IV’s (TLS-18, TLS-15, TLS-6, and TLS-5)
regression coefficient was significant (p < .001) using the raw data and bootstrapped samples.
(More complete results of individual logistic regressions of leader type on each of the four
versions of the TLS appear in Tables D19 through D26.) As before, tests for violations of the
assumption of linearity in the logit were conducted prior to conducting each analysis. Each of the
Hosmer and Lemeshow tests was not significant. The sample size for all analyses was 412. Table
17 contains the accuracy statistics for the four different models/scales and includes the number of
true positives (TPs), that is, the number of correctly classified perceived nontoxic leaders, true
negatives (TNs), that is, the number of correctly classified perceived toxic leaders, false
negatives (FNs), that is, the number of misclassified perceived toxic leaders, and false positives
(FNs), that is, the number of misclassified perceived nontoxic leaders.
Table 17 Accuracy Statistics of the TLS-5, TLS-6, TLS-15, and TLS-18
Accuracy Statistics of the TLS-5, TLS-6, TLS-15, and TLS-18
Scale
TP
TN
FN
FP
Sensitivity Specificity Accuracy
PPV
NPV
AUC
TLS-5
194
196
10
12
95.1%
94.2%
94.7%
.951
.942
.992
TLS-6
194
199
10
9
95.1%
95.7%
95.4%
.952
.956
.994
TLS-15
197
201
7
7
96.6%
96.6%
96.6%
.966
.966
.995
TLS-18
198
203
6
5
97.1%
97.6%
97.3%
.971
.975
.996
Note. TP = True Positives; TN = True Negatives; FN = False Negatives; FP = False Positive; PPV = Positive
Predictive Value; NPV = Negative Predictive Value; AUC = Area Under the (ROC) Curve.

Table 17 also contains sensitivity, the proportion of correctly classified toxic leaders
(TPs / [TPs + FNs]); specificity, the proportion of correctly classified nontoxic leaders
(TNs / [TNs + FPs]); negative predictive value (NPV), the probability that a leader classified as
nontoxic is truly perceived as nontoxic (TNs / [TNs + FNs]); and positive predictive value
(PPV), the probability that a leader classified as toxic is truly perceived as toxic
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(TPs / [TPs + FPs]). Finally, the table also contains the area under the receiver operating
characteristic curve (AUC of the ROC), which “may be interpreted as the probability of a correct
classification of a randomly selected pair of cases from each outcome category. It varies from .5
(indicating chance prediction) to 1.0 (indicating perfect prediction)” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020,
p. 366). In other words, it plots sensitivity—the true positive rate—against the false positive rate
(i.e., 1 – specificity), producing a curve, and therefore it provides a single statistic, that is, the
AUC, which is useful for comparing models.
Returning to the original hypothesis that the TLS can be reduced in length without
statistically significantly reducing its ability to accurately discriminate between perceived toxic
and nontoxic leaders, Cochran’s Q test was conducted to test for differences in accuracy rates
among the four different scales. There was a statistically significant difference in the proportions
of correct classifications among the four methods, χ2(3) = 13.69, p = .003. Using a Bonferroni
adjusted significance level for multiple tests, a post hoc analyses revealed the only statistically,
though perhaps not practically, significant difference in paired proportions was between the
̅ = 0.007, SE = 0.008, padj. = .005). SPSS reported
TLS-18 and TLS-5 (Mean difference = 𝐷
adjusted p-values (padj) using a Bonferroni correction for multiple tests. Essentially, errors
increased slightly with fewer items in the scale.
When tested for males and females separately, a statistically significant difference was
not observed in the female group, χ2(3) = 3.92, p = .270; however, a statistically significant
difference was found in the male group, χ2(3) = 14.76, p = .002. Using a Bonferroni adjusted
significance level for multiple tests, a post hoc analyses revealed the statistically significant
differences in paired proportions were between the TLS-5 and TLS-18, and the TLS-6 and the
̅ [for both pairs] = .030, SE = 0.010, padj. = .020). The practical significance is
TLS-18 (𝐷
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debatable given the difference in accuracy between the TLS-18 and the shorter scales is, on
average, less than 2.6 percentage points. Thus, the findings concerning the hypothesis is mixed.
The TLS-15 can be reduced in length without a statistically significant reduction in accuracy.
The TLS-18 cannot. Whether the difference is appreciable will likely depend on the goals of the
research and whether other measures compensate for the small decline in accuracy.
Whereas all prior research following Schmidt (2014) typically used the TLS-15, that
version will be used to answer the remaining questions as applicable; although, comparisons
among the TLS versions will be provided for the simpler analyses. Though the TLS-18 clearly
provides additional predictive accuracy when classifying perceived leader types, using the TLS15 in major analyses allows for comparisons to prior research.
Research Question Two (RQ2)
RQ2 Hypothesis 2a
RQ2 asked the following question: “What are the relationships between followers’
perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leaders as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and the
SL-7?” To answer the question, three hypotheses were stated, the first of which was as follows:
H2a. Followers’ TLS and SL-7 rating scores will be negatively correlated.
The zero-order correlations between the main variables investigated here were presented earlier,
and the observed correlation between the SL-7 and the larger scales (TLS-18 and TLS-15)
was -.87. For the shorter scales (TLS-6 and TLS-5), which were not reported earlier, the
correlation between them and the SL-7 was virtually identical: -.86 for both scales. When broken
down by groups, that is male or female participants rating a perceived toxic or nontoxic leader,
all correlations remained negative as predicted. When score ranges were restricted, as they were
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when grouped by perceived toxic or nontoxic leaders, correlations were attenuated. (More
complete results can be found in Table D27.)
RQ2 Hypothesis 2b and 2c
Hypotheses 2b and 2c predicted that the mean scores for toxic leaders would differ from
those of nontoxic leaders on both the SL-7 and TLS, respectively. Specifically, the hypotheses
read as follows:
H2b. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
SL-7, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating
scores for nontoxic leaders, as measured by the SL-7.
H2c. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic leaders, as measured by the
TLS, will statistically significantly differ from the mean of the distribution of rating
scores for nontoxic/servant leaders, as measured by the TLS.
To test the hypotheses, independent t-tests were conducted on the 412 U.S.A. experimental
cases. There was clearly a difference in the average scores, based on perceived leader type, on
each of the TLS scales in the experimental group, that is, the TLS-18, TLS-15, TLS-6, and
TLS-5, and the SL-7 scale, and those differences do not appear to result from sampling error.
Specifically, the probability of observing mean differences as extreme, or more extreme, than
those observed here was very low (p < .001, for each test, two-tailed). (More detailed results
appear in Table D28). Unsurprisingly, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U-test produced
essentially the same results. That is, the null hypothesis that, for each scale, the distribution of
scores across the two categories of perceived leader type was the same was rejected (p < .001)
for all five tests. That is, when the independent variable was manipulated by telling participants
to think of and rate a particular leader type, the result was a difference in the distribution of
scores for each of the scales. Breakdowns by follower sex are not reported except to note that the
differences held regardless of follower sex.
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Research Question Three (RQ3)
Hypothesis 3a
RQ3 asked the following question: “What are the relationships between followers’
perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of
work engagement and job satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX,
organizational culture, and group cohesion?” To answer the question, three hypotheses were
stated, the first of which was as follows:
H3a. TLS scores are negatively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational
culture, and group cohesion.
The observed correlation between JS and WE was very high, r(410) = .88, 95% BCa [.85, .90],
p < .001. Using a multivariate approach such as MANCOVA, for example, can be considered
wasteful when correlations are so high (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020), suggesting the two variables
are practically measuring the same construct. Hair et al. (2020) suggested eliminating a DV when
they correlate more than .60. Moreover, as will be discussed later, despite the high correlations,
models differed notably depending on which DV was regressed on the IVs. Therefore, JS and
WE were considered in separate regression analyses.
Prior to the analyses, the zero-order correlations for the main variables of the analyses
were determined. Those correlations, along with SL-7, which will be needed to address RQ4 and
RQ5, appear in Table 18. Multivariate outliers were also assessed using the IVs to predict the
individual DVs; however, no cases were removed from the analyses. As can be seen in Table 18,
follower sex was correlated with both outcome variables. For the correlation between JS and Sex
(r = -.10), a bootstrap of 10,000 resamples produced a 95% CIBCa that approached zero,
[-.001, -.198]. If one views the CI as a plausible range of values for the parameter (Cumming &
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Finch, 2005), then a correlation nearer to zero is almost as plausible as the estimate of -.10.
Although, the farther from the point estimate, the less plausible the extremes of the CI are if
normality is assumed. The zero-order correlation between Sex and WE was slightly higher
(r = -.13), and the lower limit of the bootstrapped 95% CIBCa excluded zero [-.03, -.22]. On their
own, the amount of variance explained was small, less than 2% for WE and Sex, 95% CIBCa
[0.14%, 4.96%], and less than 1% for JS and Sex, 95% CIBCa [0.00%, 3.91%]. On its own, and
based only on the zero-order correlation point estimates, the TLS-15 explained 38% and 32% of
the variance in JS and WE, respectively. The high correlation between LMX-7 and the TLS-15
(r = -.88) suggests that both typically would not need to enter a regression together.
Table 18 Correlation Matrix for the Variables of RQ3, RQ4, and RQ5
Correlation Matrix for the Variables of RQ3, RQ4, and RQ5
Scale
JS
WE
SL-7
WGC
OCS
LMX-7
GSE
TLS-15
Sex
JS
1.00
WE
.88
1.00
SL-7
.66
.60
1.00
WGC
.52
.48
.45
1.00
OCS
.69
.62
.56
.68
1.00
LMX-7
.68
.64
.89
.48
.59
1.00
GSE
.45
.53
.37
.40
.44
.44
1.00
TLS-15
-.62
-.57
-.87
-.46
-.53
-.88
-.35
1.00
(Follower) Sex a
-.10*
-.13**
-.03
-.06
-.10*
-.03
-.15**
.01
1.00
Note. JS = Job Satisfaction; WE = Work Engagement. Both JS and WE are DVs. With the exception of (Follower)
Sex, all correlations with JS and WE are significant at the .001 level.
a
Asterisks are only used for the Sex variable and indicate the significance level for the Sex variable’s correlation
with the each of the other variables: * Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level.

Whereas the bivariate correlation between two variables is equal to the standardized beta
coefficient in a simple, two-variable regression, the first part of the hypothesis was supported;
however, more detailed results of the simple regression appear in Tables D29 and D30. Briefly,
the F-test for slope was significant F(1, 410) = 255.88, p < .001, and the TLS-15 explained 38%
of the variance in JS. When in the presence of the additional variables (Sex, WGC, OCS,
LMX-7, and GSE), the F-test for model slope was significant F(6, 405) = 102.27, p < .001;
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however, the TLS-15 variable was no longer significant t(405) = -1.17, p = .243 (pboot = .345).
Simply, in the presence of the remaining variables, and most likely the LMX-7, the coefficient of
the TLS-15 variable could not be said to differ from zero.
More complete results appear in Tables D31 and D32; however, it is important to note
that scatter plots of the residuals from the multiple regression suggested heteroskedasticity,
particularly when the TLS variable was in the model. The funnel shape that typifies
heteroskedasticity was not apparent, though. Rather, variances appeared to be smaller (narrower)
at the extremes of the x-axis. Dividing the dataset provided insight into what was likely
occurring: When the same regressions were conducted separately on the two subsets constituting
the two perceived leader types, patterns more consistent with the typical funnel shape were
observed, but the wide and narrow ends were reversed. That is, the narrow end of the funnel was
closest to the y-axis for toxic leaders and farthest from the y-axis for nontoxic leaders. Formal
statistical tests of heteroskedasticity for the full model under investigation, using the olsrr
package in R (Hebbali, 2020), also suggested the variances were not constant. Therefore, the
bootstrapping approach was modified to ensure the bootstrapped standard errors were estimated
accurately: Bootstrap results were based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples as recommended by
Astivia and Zumbo (2019). Wild bootstrapping was used when either JS or WE was the DV.
The same analyses were conducted using Work Engagement (WE) as the DV. The results
were similar to those above. Briefly, for the simple regression model, the F-test for slope was
significant F(1, 410) = 195.89, p < .001, and the TLS-15 explained 32% of the variance in WE.
When in the presence of the additional variables (Sex, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and GSE), the F-test
for model slope was significant F(6, 405) = 82.31, p < .001; however, the TLS-15 variable was
no longer significant t(405) = -.56, p = .576 (pboot = .598). Again, with the covariates in the
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model, TLS-15 was no longer a statistically significant variable. (More complete results appear
in Tables D33 to D35.)
Hypothesis 3b
Hypotheses 3b predicted that General Self-Efficacy (GSE) would moderate TLS scores.
Specifically, the hypothesis read as follows:
H3b. Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between TLS scores and work engagement
and job satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, LMX, organizational culture,
and group cohesion.
To conduct the analyses for this hypothesis, the scores for the LMX-7, OCS, WGC, GSE, and
TLS-15 were centered as suggested by Aiken and West (1991) to assist with the interpretation of
results, and then the interaction term was created (TLS by GSE). JS and WE were first regressed,
individually, on the TLS-15, GSE, and TLS-15 by GSE variables. The overall models were
significant, F(3, 408) = 110.64, p < .001 and F(3, 408) = 109.75, p < .001, respectively;
however, the interaction term was not significant in either analysis (pboot = .404 and pboot = .403,
respectively); although, the two individual variables’ coefficients were, pboot < .001 for all
analyses. (More detailed results appear in Tables D36 and D37.)
The remaining variables were entered into each analysis to determine if the interaction
term was significant in the presence of the covariates. When JS was regressed on the group of
variables, the overall model was significant, F(7, 404) = 89.07, p < .001, and the coefficient for
the interaction term was significant (pboot = .025). When WE was regressed on the same
variables, the overall model was significant, F(7, 404) = 71.68, p < .001, and the coefficient for
the interaction was also significant (pboot = .044). (More complete results are shown in Tables
D38 and D39.)

185

Aiken and West (1991) recommend keeping the individual predictors in the model when
they are not significant and the interaction term is, as is the case here. Whereas the variables had
been centered, the coefficients of the centered TLS-15 and GSE predictors “represent the effects
of the predictors at the mean of the other predictors” (p. 38). Thus, each of the coefficients can
be viewed “as conditional effects of predictors at the mean of other predictors” (p. 39).
Hypothesis 3c
Hypotheses 3c predicted that TLS scores would differ based on the sex of the participant.
Specifically, the hypothesis read as follows:
H3c. Female followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS are statistically significantly
higher than male followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS, and therefore are negatively
correlated, with and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture,
and group cohesion.
The hypothesis is admittedly, though unintentionally, vague, so a clarification is necessary.
Singh (2019), who surveyed from a population believed to contain a high proportion of
toxic leaders, found that females’ scores on her version of a TLS were statistically significantly
higher than the scores of males. That is, based on scores for the individual dimensions of toxic
leadership, female participants tended to perceive their leaders—again, most of whom Singh
expected to be toxic—as more toxic than did male participants. Thus, the expectation was that if
there were such a finding, it would be for males and females rating only perceived toxic leaders,
with males coded as 0s and females coded as 1s. The opposite effect was expected for the SL-7,
the topic of H4b. As it turns out, it did not matter as follower sex was not significant with the full
sample, with or without the covariates, or when in the presence of perceived leader type (i.e.,
when testing for an effect among follower sex and perceived leader type groups).
Two multiple linear regression models were created, one with only the follower sex and
leader type variables, along with their hypothesized interaction; the other with the same variables
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plus the GSE, LMX, OCS, and WGC variables. There was insufficient evidence for a follower
sex by perceived leader type interaction (pboot = .146 and .537, respectively). Thus, the
hypothesis was not supported. (More complete results appear in Tables D40 and D41.)
Research Question Four (RQ4)
Hypothesis 4a
RQ4 asked the following question: “What are the relationships between followers’
perceptions of toxic and nontoxic leadership, as measured by the SL-7, and followers’ selfratings of work engagement and job satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, selfefficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion?” To answer the question, two
hypotheses were stated, the first of which was as follows:
H4a. SL-7 scores are positively correlated with followers’ work engagement and job
satisfaction with and without controlling for self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational
culture, and group cohesion.
This hypothesis is essentially the complement of H3a in that SL-7 has replaced TLS-15, and
therefore analyses proceeded as it did there.
As was the case with the TLS-15, the SL-7 was correlated, but in the opposite direction,
that is, positively, with both JS and WE, .66 and .60, respectively (see Table 18). As was the case
with LMX-7 and the TLS-15, the correlation between LMX-7 and SL-7 was very high (r = .89;
see Table 16) and potential problems associated with collinearity were expected.
Once again, the full model’s slope was significant, F(6, 405) = 104.58, p < .001. Unlike
the TLS-15, however, the SL-7 remained significant in the presence of the covariates
(pboot = .022), that is, Follower Sex, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and GSE, as did the variables that were
significant prior to SL-7 entering the model (i.e., LMX and GSE). That could suggest that SL-7
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is measuring something slightly different than what might be considered little more than the
opposite of the construct the TLS measures. (More complete results in Tables D42 to D45.)
The same analyses were conducted using Work Engagement (WE) as the DV. Once
again, the full model’s slope was significant, F(6, 405) = 83.33, p < .001. Unlike the former
analysis with JS as the DV, the SL-7 variable’s coefficient was no longer significant when it was
in the presence of the covariates (pboot = .094). (Additional results of the analyses appear in
Tables D46 to D49.) Together, the combined results offer some support for the hypothesis;
although, results are mixed. When JS was regressed on SL-7 by itself or in the presence of the
covariates, the SL-7’s regression weights were statistically significant, meaning that the SL-7,
together with the remaining variables, explained a portion of the variance in JS beyond what is
expected by sampling error. When WE was regressed on SL-7, SL-7 was only a significant
explanatory variable in the model in which it entered by itself, meaning that the SL-7, when in
the presence of the covariates, did not explain a portion of the variance in WE beyond what is
expected by sampling error.
Hypothesis 4b
Hypotheses 4b predicted that SL-7 scores would differ based on sex. Specifically, the
hypothesis read as follows:
H4b. Female followers’ mean scores on the SL-7 are statistically significantly higher
than male followers’ mean rating scores on the SL-7, and therefore are positively
correlated, with and without controlling for self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture,
and group cohesion.
This hypothesis is basically the complement of Hypothesis 3c, and it is based on the same
reasoning articulated above for 3c.
As with Hypothesis 3c, two multiple linear regression models were created, one with
only the follower sex and leader type variables along with their hypothesized interaction; the
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other with the same variables plus the self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture, and group
cohesion variables. The overall models were significant, F(3, 408) = 374.72, p < .001, and
F(7, 404) = 276.49, p < .001, respectively. There was insufficient evidence for a follower sex by
perceived leader type interaction for either the partial or full model (pboot = .170 and .759,
respectively). Thus, the hypothesis was not supported. (Additional results appear in Tables D50
and D51.)
Research Question Five (RQ5)
RQ5 asked the following question: “What are the relationships between followers’
perceptions of leadership as measured by a composite TLS and SL-7 score and their self-ratings
of work engagement and job satisfaction with and without controlling for followers’ self-ratings
of self-efficacy, sex, LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion?” To answer the question,
one hypothesis was stated, which was as follows:
H5. Job satisfaction and work engagement will positively5 correlate with the composite
TLS and SL-7 scores with and without controlling for any effects of self-efficacy, sex,
LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion.
Consequently, a composite scale had to be created prior to analysis.
To create a composite scale, the TLS-15 and SL-7 scores were averaged so they would
each form a scale ranging from 1 to 7 points. Next, the score for the averaged TLS-15 scale was
subtracted from the score for the averaged SL-7 scale, creating what was simply referred to as
the SL7-TLS, which had a range from -6 to 6. Hence, positive scores were associated with
nontoxic/positive leaders and negative scores were associated with toxic/negative leaders. For
consistency, the continuous IVs were averaged also.

5

The original plan, at the prospectus stage, was to create a score based on a deviation from the TLS and thus a
negative association was predicted between the IV and DVs; however, it quickly became confusing to associate
more negative scores with more positive outcome scores and vice versa, so the scale and direction of the hypothesis
were reversed, making the relationships more intuitive.
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Whereas the SL7-TLS scale can be thought of as a rescaled version of the averaged
TLS-15 score plus the averaged SL-7 when reversed scored, reliability of the scale can be
computed using those two scales. That is, the SL7-TLS is perfectly correlated with a scale
composed of the sum of each participant’s average TLS-15 score (item 1) and the SL-7 when
reversed-score (i.e., 8 minus the averaged SL-7 score; item 2). Because omega requires at least
three items, only Cronbach’s alpha was computed, the process for which was described earlier.
(See Table 15 for details.) The SL7-TLS scale scores had a reliability of .929, 95% BCa CI
[.906, .946].
Next, accuracy of classifications using the SL7-TLS was assessed, and then analysis
proceeded as it did for Hypotheses 3a and 4a. In a logistic regression, the SL7-TLS variable
correctly classified 204 of the 208 (98.1%) perceived nontoxic leaders and 199 of the 204
(97.5%) perceived toxic leaders, for an overall accuracy of 97.8%. After confirming the variable

could classify cases correctly, the linear regression analyses proceeded.
Table 18 was updated to include the correlations among the SL7-TLS and the remaining
variables subject to multiple regression analysis, that is, two new rows were added to Table 18 to
create Table 19. Significance of the correlations was determined using normal theory.
In brief, some support was found for the hypothesis. As can be inferred from Table 19,
when JS was regressed on the SL7-TLS by itself, the B coefficient was positive, as predicted.
When JS was regressed on the SL7-TLS and the covariates, the B coefficient estimate was
positive, as it was with the SL-7 (see Table D45) but, unlike the nonsignificant TLS variable in
the similar analysis (see Table D32), the SL7-TLS variable approached significance, pboot = .076.
Of course, by combining the SL-7 and TLS into a single variable, power should increase, which
may be responsible for the difference. When WE was regressed on the SL7-TLS, the B
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coefficient was also positive, as predicted. When WE was regressed on the SL7-TLS and the
covariates, the B coefficient was no longer significant, pboot = .221, which was similar to the
findings with the TLS (see Table D35) and SL-7 (see Table D49). (Additional results of the
SL7-TLS regression models are presented in Tables D52 andD53.)
Table 19 Correlation Matrix of the SL7-TLS with Perceived Leader Type and the Variables of RQ5
Correlation Matrix of the SL7-TLS with Perceived Leader Type and the Variables of RQ5
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1 Leader Type
1.00
2 (Follower) Sex
.01
1.00
3 JS
-.59**
-.10*
1.00
4 WE
-.53**
-.13**
.88**
1.00
5 WGC
-.43**
-.06
.52**
.48**
1.00
6 OCS
-.51**
-.10
.69**
.62**
.68**
1.00
7 LMX-7
-.85**
-.03
.68**
.64**
.48**
.59**
1.00
8 GSE
-.34**
-.15**
.45**
.53**
.40**
.44**
.44**
9 SL7-TLS
-.91**
-.02
.66**
.61**
.47**
.56**
.91**
Note: N = 412.
**
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

8

9

1.00
.37**

1.00

Exploratory Analyses and Validation and the Emergence of a New RQ
Overview
Whereas the observational sample was so unbalanced in that very few U.S.A. participants
had experience under only a negative leader, and whereas the observational sample was
relatively small, using it as a training sample to develop an observational model was not feasible.
The same was true with the U.K data, that is, the observational samples were too small,
particularly the subsample of those who served under only a toxic leader. Instead, the
coefficients derived from the above regression models were used to make predictions on the
remaining data, that is, the 86 U.S.A. observational cases and the 501 U.K. experimental and
observational cases. Analyses began by validating the classification models.
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Classification Accuracy of the Leader Perception Scales
The analyses discussed above suggested that all of the scales measuring followers’
perceptions of the traits, behaviors, characteristics of, or quality of relationships with, their
leaders, that is, all versions of the TLS, the SL-7, SL7-TLS, and the LMX-7, probably do a fairly
good job of classifying leaders as perceived toxic or nontoxic. Even though the LMX-7 was not
tested directly, its correlation with any version of the TLS and the SL-7 suggested that it too
would classify cases better than chance. The LMX-7 measures the quality of relationships
between followers and their leaders, but it did appear to have had the ability to discriminate
between leader types, so it was included here as an exploratory analysis.
Analysis began with the 500 U.S.A. cases. The 412 cases used in the analyses above
served as the training sample, and the remaining cases were used for validation. The two outliers
among the 414 U.S.A. experimental cases that were removed from the analyses earlier were
included when validating because for whatever reason they were outliers—outliers that would be
misclassified—the cases are likely to be representative of a small proportion of data researchers
might routinely encounter. Whereas prior researchers tended to use averaged scale scores, and
because there are advantages to using averaged scores when participants provide a limited
amount of missing data, the regression coefficients for all scales measuring perceptions of
leadership were recalculated using average scale scores. Those coefficients appear in Table 20.
Next, the estimated logits were calculated for all the data using the respective coefficients
for each scale (Hosmer et al., 2013). The logits were then transformed to probabilities,
specifically, the probability that each follower perceived his or her leader as toxic. A probability
of .5 was used as the cut-point for classifications (i.e., <. 5 = nontoxic and ≥ .5 = toxic). Results
for the U.S.A. and U.K. cases appear in Table 21. Overall, all scales did well at classifying cases,
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from approximately 93% to 98% accuracy. Scales developed for the purpose of measuring
perceptions of toxic leadership, including the SL7-TLS, appear to have slightly outperformed the
two that were not (i.e., the LMX-7 and SL-7). (More complete results appear in Tables D54 and
D55.)
Table 20 Scale Coefficients for Logit Estimation and Classification
Scale Coefficients for Logit Estimation and Classification
Scale
Constant (b0)
Score coefficient (b1)
TLS-18
-15.707
0.221
TLS-15
-15.380
0.255
TLS-6
-13.311
0.548
TlS-5
-13.537
0.667
SL-7
11.784
-2.885
SL7-TLS
0.459
-2.652
LMX-7
12.273
-3.916
Note. Coefficients were developed using the averaged scale scores for 412 (of 414) of
the U.S.A. experimental group participants, that is, those with experience serving
under both toxic and nontoxic/servant leaders.

Table 21 Overall Accuracy of Classifications of Leaders as Perceived Toxic/Nontoxic
Overall Accuracy of Classifications of Leaders as Perceived Toxic/Nontoxic for 1,001 cases
BCa 95% CI
Scale
Mean Accuracy
LL
UL
SL7-TLS
97.60%
96.70%
98.50%
TLS-18
97.40%
96.39%
98.40%
TLS-15
96.80%
95.40%
98.00%
TLS-6
96.20%
94.91%
97.40%
TLS-5
96.00%
94.81%
97.10%
LMX-7
93.21%
91.61%
94.81%
SL-7
93.11%
91.51%
94.51%
Note. Overall accuracy is based on all 1,001 cases. The training set consisted of 412 of the
cases and the balance formed the validation set. The 95% CI was based on 1,000 BCa
bootstrap samples.

A test of proportions was conducted using the U.K. experimental (N = 422) and the
U.S.A. and U.K. observational samples (N = 165), and there were no differences in the
proportions of correct classifications for any of the scales for those in the two groups except,
perhaps, the SL-7. Details of the results appear in Table 22. The difference for the SL-7 appeared
significant based on the BCa 95% CI. The CI, however, also suggests any difference, if real,
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could be too small to be of any practical significance. It is not clear why the bootstrapped
significance level only approached significance (pboot = .057) when the CI did not include 0.
For the SL-7, the lower accuracy in the observational groups is based on its accuracies in
two subsets of the validation cases: the U.S.A. observational cases, for which the SL-7’s
accuracy was 90.7%, 95% CIboot [84.9, 96.5]; and the U.K. observational cases, for which
accuracy was 84.8%, 95% CIboot [76.0, 93.7]. Hence, the observed overall difference in SL-7
proportions shown in Table 22 may not be as great as it appears given the widths of the
substantially overlapping confidence intervals in the two subsets.
Table 22 Bootstrapped CIs for the Proportions of Correct Classifications for the U.S.A. and U.K. Validation Cases
Bootstrapped CIs for the Proportions of Correct Classifications for the U.S.A. and U.K. Validation Cases
Bootstrap
Obs. Vs Exp. Group
a
Proportions
BCa 95% CI
Difference in
Proportions
Obs.
Exp.
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
TLS5
.013
.982
.969
0.000
.013
.353
-0.016
0.039
TLS6
.015
.982
.967
0.000
.014
.282
-0.014
0.042
TLS-15
.004
.976
.972
0.000
.015
.779
-0.027
0.032
TLS-18
.006
.982
.976
0.000
.013
.666
-0.023
0.030
LMX
-.003
.933
.936
0.000
.023
.908
-0.050
0.041
SL-7
-.060
.879
.938
0.000
.028
.057
-0.109
-0.002
SL7-TLS
-.020
.964
.983
0.000
.016
.231
-0.055
0.011
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 10,000 BCa bootstrap samples. The interval type was Agresti-Caffo.
a
N = 422 for those in the U.K. experimental group (Exp.), and N = 165 for those in the U.S.A. and U.K.
observational/nonexperimental groups (Obs.).

RQ6: Relational Models
Development of Models and Hypotheses. Based on the result of the analyses above, a
new research question emerged:
RQ6: What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of leadership, as
measured by the SL7-TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement (WE) and job satisfaction
(JS), with and without controlling for follower sex, general self-efficacy (GSE), LMX, or
organizational culture (OC)?
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From RQ6, two hypotheses, which will be presented shortly, were developed and investigated.
First, a discussion of how the variables were selected and the hypotheses were developed is
appropriate.
As expected, workgroup cohesion, measured with the WGC scale, correlated positively
(r = .68) with OC, measured by the OCS, but workgroup cohesion tended to correlate less with
the DVs than did OCS. (See Table 19.) Whereas cohesion and a positive culture should be
viewed as resources according to COR theory, both were included in the study. However, WGC
did not appear to contribute significantly to any of the prior models when in the presence of the
other explanatory variables. To better assess the WGC variable, JS and WE were regressed
separately on the WGC and OCS variables. In one model, WGC was entered prior to OCS, and
in the other, OCS was entered prior to WGC, separately for each DV. The R2 change was
significant in both models, but WGC’s contribution was probably not significant practically. For
example, the R2 change when JS was regressed on OCS and WGC was .005 (p = .041) when
WGC followed OCS in the order of entry. When WGC was entered prior to OCS, the R2 change
was .21 (p < .001). An OCS by WGC interaction was also tested in several models, and none
was significant. Therefore, WGC was dropped from analysis.
Using reasoning similar to that of Liden et al. (2008) when they pointed out that the
servant leadership construct is not the same as the LMX construct because the two constructs
target different phenomena—despite their often-high correlations—it made sense to keep the
LMX-7 in the model. After all, it is possible for a leader to exhibit servant leadership and LMX
characteristics while also exhibiting one or more toxic leadership characteristics. Clearly, the
TLS and SL-7 variables can explain substantial portions of the variance in JS and WE apart from
LMX, and given the findings associated with RQ5, so can the composite SL7-TLS variable.
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Taking that information into consideration, along with the likely gain in power by reducing the
size of the model and eliminating some collinearity, using the SL7-TLS composite to measure
both perceived toxic and servant leadership seemed prudent. Though the SL7-TLS was used here
(i.e., the version based on the TLS-15), the correlations among the alternatives explored earlier
(i.e., the TLS-5, TLS-6, and TLS-18) suggest any could have been used. (Table D56 contains the
correlations among the major variables used or developed in the study.)
With the above in mind, a new hypothesis was developed as an alternative to Hypothesis
3b. For simplicity, the hypothesis was divided into two separate hypotheses, one for JS and one
for WE. Those hypotheses were as follows:
H6a. General self-efficacy moderates the relationship between SL7-TLS scores and job
satisfaction (JS) while controlling for follower sex, LMX, and organizational culture.
H6b. General self-efficacy moderates the relationship between SL7-TLS scores and work
engagement (WE) while controlling for follower sex, LMX, and organizational culture.
Given the design and 1) at least some researchers have found associations between follower sex
and measures of toxic leadership (Paltu, 2020; Singh, 2019); 2) small but significant zero-order
correlations between follower sex and the two DVs were observed here; and 3) a negative
coefficient for follower sex was consistently observed in the prior analyses, the follower sex
variable was included in the new models regardless of its level of significance. Again,
“controlling for” was used very broadly and included interactions.
To make figures more intuitive, data was not centered, and the scales were averaged so
that their scores would match the range on the items of each scale, for example, -6 to +6 for the
SL7-TLS. There appears to be a pervasive belief that mean centering is necessary with
moderation analyses; however, it is not (Hayes, 2018; McClelland et al., 2017). Centering can
have certain benefits, particularly interpretive benefits (Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen et al., 2003),
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but it is not necessary for the purposes here. Centering was not used in the present analyses
because it is believed that using the raw (mean) scores provides for a more intuitive
understanding of slope plots.
JS Model. The first model developed from Hypothesis 6a was run first. All two-way
interactions of SL7-TLS, GSE, and OCS were attempted; however, the SL7-TLS by OCS
interaction was not significant in the presence of the remaining variables. Moreover, from a
theoretical standpoint, whereas GSE is conceptualized as a stable trait (Scholz et al., 2002), it
made more sense to focus on GSE, so only the SL7-TLS by GSE and GSE by OCS interactions
were included. In general, the regression diagnostics were satisfactory; however, plots of the
standardized residuals and fitted values suggested heteroscedasticity as discussed earlier, so wild
bootstrapping was used to estimate robust standard errors. The results indicated that the model
significantly predicted JS, F(7, 404) = 99.92, p <.001, and, together, the variables explained 61%
of the variance in JS. Additionally, LMX-7 and the interaction terms significantly contributed to
the model. (Additional results appear in Table D57.)
The significant interaction terms means that the relationships between a predicted JS
score and the SL7-TLS and OCS scores are conditional on the value of the GSE score.
Alternatively, it could be said that the relationship between the JS score and the GSE score is
conditional on the SL7-TLS score, for example, but given that GSE is believed to be stable,
theory implies GSE would more likely influence followers’ SL7-TLS scores, and probably OCS
scores, rather than the reverse. That is, the relationship between JS and perceptions of toxic or
servant leadership varies depending on the levels of general self-efficacy. Examples of those
relationships are depicted graphically in Figure 2.
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WE Model. The second model developed from Hypothesis 6b was run next. The results
indicated that the model significantly predicted WE, F(7, 404) = 72.56, p <.001, and, together,
the variables explained 55% of the variance in WE. However, only the SL7-TLS and LMX-7
variables contributed significantly to the model. Neither the SL7-TLS by GSE nor the GSE by
OCS interaction term was significant (pboot = .065 and .381, respectively). (Additional results
appear in Table D58.) Simple slope plots appear in Figure 3. As with JS, low SL7-TLS scores
were associated with more negative WE scores when GSE was low versus high.
Figure 2 Example of the Interaction Between TLS-15 and GSE Scores on the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Example of the Interaction Between SL7-TLS, GSE, and OCS Scores on the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases

Note. The image depicts predicted JS scores across the range of SL7-TLS scores while holding GSE and OCS
constant at low (2), middle (4), and high (6) scores. That is, it depicts the conditional effects of SL7-TLS scores at
the low, middle, and high values of the moderators, GSE and OCS. Data was plotted using the R package sjPlot
(Lüdecke, 2021). Gray shading indicates the 95% CI. Positive and negative SL7-TLS scores are indicative of
perceived servant and toxic leadership, respectively.

Cross-validation of Models. The coefficients from each model were used to create
estimates of the two DV ratings, JS and WE, for the U.S.A. nonexperimental subsample, and the
same was done with the U.K. experimental and nonexperimental subsamples. The models were
assessed separately on the experimental and observational/nonexperimental subsets in the U.S.A.
and U.K. samples, and, in essence, an overall correlation (i.e., r or multiple-R) was calculated
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between the observed and predicted values (i.e., without and then with the interaction terms), the
details of which will be presented below. For both JS and WE, all correlations were generally
consistent with those of the training samples, which are typically expected to be somewhat
higher on training data given that the goal of regression is to find the best fitting line for the data
(Hair et al., 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020). The correlations for the training and validation
subsets appear in Table 23. Cross-validating on the observational data was done for comparison
purposes consistent with the research design; however, power was extremely low, and therefore
a lack of statistically significant differences is not necessarily meaningful.
Figure 3 Example of the Interaction Between TLS-15 and GSE Scores on the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
WE: Example of the Interaction Between SL7-TLS and GSE Scores on the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
A SL7-TLS by GSE

B SL7-TLS by GSE at 3 Levels of OCS

Note. The left image (A) depicts WE scores across the range of SL7-TLS scores while holding GSE constant at
low (2), middle (4), and high (6) scores. That is, it depicts the conditional effects of SL7-TLS scores at low,
middle, and high values of the moderator, GSE. The right image (B) adds OCS at the same levels as GSE. Data
was plotted using sjPlot (Lüdecke, 2021). Gray shading indicates the 95% CI. The SL7-TLS by GSE interaction
appeared significant with the raw data, but wild bootstrapping suggested the relationship only approached
significance (pboot = .065). The GSE by OCS interaction was not significant.

Double Cross-validation. Next, models were developed on the 422 U.K. experimental
cases using the same approach as above. That is, JS was regressed on the variables, and then the
same was done for WE. The outcomes were very similar to those of the U.S.A. cases. For JS, the
same variables were significant or nonsignificant regardless of the sample on which they were
trained. For WE, relationships were less stable.
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JS Model. The first model, developed from Hypothesis 6a, was run first. The results
indicated that the model significantly predicted JS, F(7, 414) = 69.77, p <.001, and, together, the
variables explained 53% of the variance in JS. Additionally, LMX-7 and the interaction terms
significantly contributed to the model. (Additional information appears in Table D59.) Figure 4
contains a plot of the slopes at selected high (6), middle (4), and low (2) GSE and OCS scores.
As can be seen in Table 23, when the coefficients from the U.K. model were used to predict JS
on the 412 U.S.A. experimental cases, the correlation between the JS predicted and JS observed
was .78, meaning the model explained approximately 60% of the variance in JS.
Table 23 Validation: JS and WE Regressed (Separately) on Their Predicted Values Using Model Coefficients
Validation: JS and WE Regressed (Separately) on Their Predicted Values Using Model Coefficients
Training and Cross-Validation: U.S.A. Experimental Group Coefficients
JS
95% CI
Sample(s)
UK

USA

WE
95% CI

Experimental or
Nonexperimental
Nonexperimental
Experimental

Training or
Validation
Validation
Validation

N
79
422

R
.68*
.73**

LL
.56
.68

UL
.79
.77

R
.72
.70**

LL
.61
.65

UL
.82
.74

Nonexperimental
Experimental

Validation
Training

86
412

.82**
.79**

.75
.75

.88
.82

.80
.75**

.72
.70

.87
.79

.80
.78

.72
.71**

.62
.66

.82
.75

Training and Double Cross-Validation: U.K. Experimental Group Coefficients
UK

Nonexperimental
Experimental

Validation
Training

79
422

.70**
.74**

.58
.69

USA

Nonexperimental
Validation
86
.81
.74
.88
.79
.71
.86
Experimental
Validation
412
.78**
.73
.81
.74*
.69
.78
Note. CI estimation is based on Cohen et al. (2003, p. 88). Any differences from the more detailed tables are due to
rounding. Bolded text indicates training set estimates. The coefficients derived from the regression using the
U.S.A. experimental group were used to predict JS and WE on the remaining samples (top), and then the U.K.
experimental group coefficients were used to predict JS and WE on the remaining samples (bottom).
*
Indicates R was significantly improved with the interaction terms included at pboot < .10; ** indicates pboot < .05;
more precise p-values can be found in Tables D61 and D62.

WE Model. The second model, developed from Hypothesis 6b, was run next. The results
indicated that the model significantly predicted WE, F(7, 414) = 58.34, p <.001, and, together,
the variables explained approximately 49% of the variance in WE. Unlike those in the model
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developed on the U.S.A. experimental cases, the two interaction terms were significant.
(Additional information appears in Table D60.) Figure 5 provides plots of the slopes for both
datasets, that is, the 422 U.K. (Figure 5-A) and 412 U.S.A. (Figure 5-B) experimental cases.
When the coefficients from the U.K. training model were used to predict WE on the 412 U.S.A.
cases, the correlation between the predicted and observed WE scores was .74. (See Table 23.)
That is, the variables, collectively, explained a similar amount of variance in WE in the U.S.A.
validation sample (54%) as they did in the U.K. training sample.
Figure 4 JS: Example of the Interaction Between SL7-TLS by GSE and GSE by OCS Scores on the 422 U.K. Experimental Cases
JS: Example of the Interaction Between SL7-TLS by GSE and GSE by OCS Scores on the 422 UK Experimental
Cases

Note. The image depicts predicted JS scores across the range of SL7-TLS scores while holding GSE and OCS
constant at low (2), middle (4), and high (6) scores. That is, it depicts the conditional effects of SL7-TLS scores at
the low, middle, and high values of the moderators, GSE and OCS. Data was plotted using the R package sjPlot
(Lüdecke, 2021). Gray shading indicates the 95% CI. Positive and negative SL7-TLS scores are indicative of
perceived servant and toxic leadership, respectively.

Validation on Independent Data. As with the models developed on the U.S.A.
experimental samples, the models developed on the U.K. data were tested on the remaining
(unseen) data. In other words, and as noted above, models were developed on the U.S.A.
experimental cases and then those models were tested on the remaining data to see how well the
predicted scores correlated with the observed scores, and the same was done with the U.K.
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experimental cases. To do so, however, two sets of predicted scores had to be calculated: those
based on the partial models, that is, models without the interaction terms (i.e., JS/WE on Sex,
SL7-TLS, GSE, OCS, and LMX), and those based on the full models that included the
interaction terms. Next, the separate DVs, were regressed hierarchically on the predicted scores,
with the partial model predictions entering first, and the full model predictions entering second.
Consequently, each regression resulted in two R and R2 estimates along with a test to determine
if the R2 change was statistically significant. It is important to note that any change was based
upon the single effect of both interaction terms entering together. As a result, the probability
associated with any change only indicates that the two interaction terms together statistically
significantly reduced the F and increased R2 statistics.
Figure 5 Examples of the Interactions Between SL7-TLS by GSE Scores and OCS by GSE Scores
Examples of the Interactions Between SL7-TLS by GSE Scores and OCS by GSE Scores
A: 422 U.K. Experimental Cases

B: 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases

Note. The images depict predicted WE scores across the range of SL7-TLS scores while holding GSE and OCS
constant at low (2), middle (4), and high (6) scores for the U.S.A. (B) cases and U.K. (A) cases. Data was plotted
using the R package sjPlot (Lüdecke, 2021). Gray shading indicates the 95% CI. Positive and negative SL7-TLS
scores are indicative of perceived servant and toxic leadership, respectively. Although neither interaction term
was significant with the U.S.A. cases (B) and only the GSE by OCS interaction was significant in the U.K. cases
(A), the patterns are similar in both datasets.

As with the JS regression model developed on the U.S.A. experimental cases, when the
coefficients from same model developed on the U.K. experimental cases were used to predict
scores for the U.S.A. experimental cases, the difference between the R2 estimates (i.e., with and
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without the interaction terms) was significant, supporting Hypothesis 6a. (Correlations appear in
Table 23 and additional information appears in Table D61). Unlike the WE model developed on
the U.S.A. cases for which one interaction term approached significance, in the U.K. sample both
were significant; although, when the coefficients were used to predict scores for the U.S.A.
cases, the R2 change was not significant. Moreover, unlike the JS models, variable signs
(positive/negative) were inconsistent across the samples. (Additional information appears in
Table D62.) Thus, Hypothesis 6b was not supported.
Summary of Exploratory Analyses. Classification accuracy was good for all variables
assessed. The SL-7 was potentially a weaker classifier than the any of the TLS scales, but it still
performed remarkably well. Recall that participants were asked to identify a “positive” or
“negative” leader using cues based on Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) TLS to define a negative leader.
They were not asked to identify leaders using cues based on the SL-7. Had the SL-7 dimensions
been used to differentiate leader types, the SL-7 would likely have performed better. The same
would likely be true for the LMX-7 if it were designed to separate toxic from nontoxic leaders—
something it did remarkably well despite being a measure of leader-member exchange quality.
Of the two hypotheses that were developed in RQ6, only the first was supported. That is,
GSE was shown to moderate the relationships between the SL7-TLS and JS and OCS and JS
while controlling for the remaining variables. The relationships were observed in both training
samples and at least cumulatively in the validation samples. Such support was not found for the
second hypothesis involving WE. The significance of the results will be discussed in Chapter 5.
Summary of Findings for Each Hypothesis
For simplicity, the findings associated with each hypothesis appear in Table 24. The
findings will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.
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Table 24 Summary of Findings (i.e., Supported/Not Supported) for Each Hypothesis in the Study
Summary of Findings (i.e., Supported/Not Supported) for Each Hypothesis in the Study
Hypothesis
Outcome
H1a. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019)
Supported
MI dimension will statistically significantly increase the
discriminative power of the TLS.
H1b. The addition of followers’ rating scores on Singh’s (2019)
Supported
MI dimension will statistically significantly increase the
discriminative power of the TLS after controlling for sex, LMX,
OC, and WGC.
H1.c. The TLS can be reduced in length without statistically
Supported a
significantly reducing its accuracy to discriminate between
perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders.
H2a. Followers’ TLS and SL-7 rating scores will be negatively
Supported
correlated.
H2b. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic
Supported
leaders, as measured by the SL-7, will statistically significantly
differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic leaders, as measured by the SL-7.
H2c. The mean of the distribution of rating scores for toxic
Supported
leaders, as measured by the TLS, will statistically significantly
differ from the mean of the distribution of rating scores for
nontoxic/servant leaders, as measured by the TLS.
H3a. TLS scores are negatively correlated (i.e., the B weights—
Partially Supported: TLS was not
which technically are not correlations—are negative) with
significant when controlling for the
followers’ WE and JS with and without controlling for GSE,
covariates in the full models.
sex, LMX, OC, and WGC.
H3b. Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between TLS scores Partially Supported: The interaction was
and WE and JS, with and without controlling for sex, LMX, OC,
only significant in the full models.
and WGC.
H3c. Female followers’ mean rating scores on the TLS are
Not Supported
statistically significantly higher than male followers’ mean
rating scores on the TLS, and therefore are negatively correlated,
with and without controlling for GSE, LMX, OC, and WGC.
H4a. SL-7 scores are positively correlated with followers’ WE and Partially Supported: SL-7 was significant
JS with and without controlling for GSE, sex, LMX, OC, and
in the bivariate and full JS models but not
WGC.
the full WE model.
H4b. Female followers’ mean scores on the SL-7 are statistically
Not Supported
significantly higher than male followers’ mean rating scores on
the SL-7, and therefore are positively correlated, with and
without controlling for GSE, LMX, OC, and WGC.
H5. JS and WE will positively correlate with the composite TLS
Partially Supported: The bivariate
and SL-7 scores with and without controlling for any effects of
relationships but not the multivariate
GSE, sex, LMX, OC, and WGC.
relationships were as predicted.
H6a. GSE moderates the relationship between SL7-TLS scores
Supported: Also supported in an
and JS while controlling for follower sex, LMX, and OC.
independent dataset and upon cross-and
double-cross-validation.
H6b. GSE moderates the relationship between SL7-TLS scores
Not Supported b
and work WE while controlling for follower sex, LMX, and OC.
a
Support was found for the TLS-15—not the TLS-18; though differences were small.
b
Supported in the U.K. experimental sample but did not cross-validate on U.S.A. experimental sample. Literally,
the hypothesis was supported only in the U.S.A. data (i.e., with OCS but without the GSE x OCS interaction), but
the expectation was that the same model would apply regardless of the DV (or dataset).
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Evaluation of the Research Design
The research design allowed for a comparison of followers’ ratings on several variables
of interest to researchers of leadership, management, and organizations. One of its chief strengths
was in the experimental aspect of the design as it allowed for testing for differences in scores on
each scale for the two different groups. The random assignment to conditions should, on average,
balance any unknown covariates. Scales are intended to measure a certain construct, and the
design allowed an assessment of how well the TLS, SL-7, and, to a more limited extent, the
LMX-7, measured the constructs they are intended to measure. By demonstrating that the scales
that measure leadership traits effectively separated the perceived toxic from nontoxic,
researchers can have greater assurance that those scales can reliably reveal relationships with
other variables—as long as sample scale scores are reliable, of course.
Another strength of the design was the validation aspect. Statistical models, whether
classification models such as logistic regression, or predictive or explanatory models such as
multiple regression, tend to overfit data, that is, they produce results that are likely overly
optimistic (Cohen et al., 2003; Hair et al., 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020). Validation
provided for more realistic assessments of each model’s performance on an independent dataset.
Doing so allowed for assessments on the observational/nonexperimental data, to a limited extent,
as well. More will be said on this in the discussion in Chapter 5.
Though the experimental aspect was a strength, the way it was implemented may have
impacted results to some degree. Specifically, participants knew they were rating either a
“positive” or a “negative” leader, and that knowledge could have influenced their responses, and
it is possible at least some responses were too good to be true. If some of the participants were
biased by the terms positive and negative, it is also possible some provided ratings of what they
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considered stereotypical positive and negative leaders, particularly if their memories of the
leaders they rated had faded over time.
Finally, even with 1,001 participants, sample size for the design was, at times, effectively
rather small. To clarify, sample size was adequate for many of the analyses; however, there were
many groups and subgroups. Specifically, for each country there were eight possible groups:
Male/Female → Experimental/Observational → Toxic/Nontoxic = 2 x 2 x 2 = 8. For the U.S.A.
and U.K. together, there were 16 subgroups. Of course, it was known from the outset that some
groups would simply be too small to allow certain analyses. It was not necessarily known which
groups would be easier to fill than others or by how much they would differ. Consequently, this
design weakness can also be thought of, in a sense, as a strength given that group sizes across the
two countries were roughly similar. In other words, the design likely produced group proportions
that can be used by future researchers to provide a better sense of how easy or difficult it might
be to study certain subgroups. For example, if one is interested in female followers who have
only served under toxic leaders, then finding participants is going to take significantly more
thought, effort, and resources than it would to do so with those whose histories are limited to
nontoxic leaders.
Ancillary Supplemental Information
After the completion of all analyses, the 587 remaining cases were used to conduct CFAs
for all scales used or tested during the study. The results are provided in Table D63. The
remaining path diagrams not previously provided (i.e., scales other than the TLS) appear in a
figure with a single heading, Figure E6, and the path diagrams for the CFAs conducted on the
587 holdout cases appear in Figure E7. The path diagrams contain the standardized regression
weights for each item in its respective scale. The descriptive statistics for all scale items in the
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holdout sample, broken down by experimental and observational cases, appear in Table D64.
Additionally, the correlation matrices for the TLS variables and other variables used in the study,
including the interaction terms, are provided for the 412 U.S.A. experimental cases, the 422 U.K.
cases, and the 165 U.S.A. and U.K. observational cases. They appear in Tables D65 through
D67. Finally, Table D68 contains classification accuracy statistics for the TLS and SL-7 raw
(averaged) scores.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This chapter presents a synopsis of the research and its relevance to the literature on toxic
leadership. It presents a summary of the findings for each of the RQs broken down by empirical
findings and their theoretical implications. Those theoretical implications are discussed briefly as
they relate to the two overarching theories that guided the research: COR Theory (Hobfall et al.,
2018) and the theory underlying the Toxic Triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). It ends with a brief
discussion of the theological implications of the findings.
Research Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between followers’ perceptions
of toxic and nontoxic leadership and how those relationships are associated with followers’ selfreported work engagement and job satisfaction in the presence of Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX) in-group/out group status, organizational culture, workgroup cohesion, (follower) sex,
and followers’ self-assessments of general self-efficacy. Two major goals derived from that
purpose were 1) to determine how well or poorly the TLS can classify leaders as perceived toxic
or nontoxic; and 2) to better understand the relationships among variables in all elements of the
toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007) to form a model that depicts those relationships in a
meaningful way.
Research Questions
Five research questions guided the study from the start, and an additional research
question emerged during the study. The five that guided the study were as follows:
RQ1. What classification model best categorizes followers’ perceptions of leader type
(i.e., toxic or nontoxic) using followers’ ratings on the TLS, a model with Singh’s managerial
incompetence dimension or one without it?
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RQ2. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leaders as measured by followers’ ratings on the TLS and the SL-7?
RQ3. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture,
and group cohesion?
RQ4. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and nontoxic
leadership, as measured by the SL-7, and followers’ self-ratings of work engagement and job
satisfaction, with and without controlling for sex, self-efficacy, LMX, organizational culture,
and group cohesion?
RQ5. What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of leadership as
measured by a composite TLS and SL-7 score and their self-ratings of work engagement and
job satisfaction with and without controlling for followers’ self-ratings of self-efficacy, sex,
LMX, organizational culture, and group cohesion?
The following research question emerged from the analyses of the data associated with the
hypotheses that addressed the above questions:
RQ6: What are the relationships between followers’ perceptions of toxic and
nontoxic leadership, as measured by the TLS, and their self-ratings of work engagement and
job satisfaction, with and without controlling for follower sex, self-efficacy, LMX,
organizational culture, and servant leadership?
That is, RQs 1 through 5 were, in essence, explorations of the relationships among the variables
leading to RQ6. RQ 1 was more of an empirical investigation, and the remaining RQs were more
theoretical.
Research Conclusions, Implications, and Applications
RQ 1: MI as a Dimension of Toxic Leadership
Empirical Findings
RQ 1 was rather straightforward. It was purely a statistical investigation into the
classification accuracy of the TLS in several forms. It asked if adding an abbreviated version of
Singh’s (2019) managerial incompetence (MI) dimension to Schmidt’s TLS-15 would improve
the TLS’s ability to classify how participants perceived their leaders, and Hypotheses 1a and 1b
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guided the analyses. By itself (H1a), and in the presence of the remaining covariates (H1b),
Singh’s MI factor remained a significant predictor of how participants perceived their leaders
(i.e., as toxic or nontoxic). The factor loadings observed during the CFAs for the TLS-15 and
TLS-18 were also consistent with those reported by Singh in her research developing her own
version of the TLS (see Figure E5). Thus, from a classification perspective, the MI dimension
was observed to be an important predictor/dimension, consistent with Singh’s findings.
The remaining hypothesis associated with RQ 1 predicted that the TLS-15 could be
shortened and be just as effective a classifier as a longer version. That was partially supported by
the data. Two short-form TL scales were developed, one with the MI dimension (the TLS-6) and
one without (the TLS-5). Accuracy was reduced somewhat with every reduction in length. That
is, using the raw estimates from the training sample only, the TLS-5 was less accurate than the
TLS-6, which was less accurate than the TLS-15, which was less accurate than the TLS-18. A
similar pattern was observed with score reliabilities, which is not surprising given that alpha, as
noted already, is in part a function of scale length. Although a statistically significant difference
in the proportions correct/wrong was observed between 1) the TLS-18 and the TLS-5, and 2) for
males only, the TLS-18 and both shorter versions of the TLS (i.e., the TLS-5 and TLS-6),
practically, the differences were arguably not all that meaningful. Additionally, the high
accuracies—greater than 96% for all TLS versions—were observed on cross-validation.
Gallus et al. (2013) used an 8-item version of the TLS in their research, which they
developed in a similar fashion as was done here, that is, by using factor loadings from prior
studies to inform item inclusion; however, they did not indicate which items were used.
Regardless, their short version performed as expected. Given their success and the findings here,
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researchers needing or desiring to assess perceptions of toxic leadership with only a small
number of items should feel confident they can do so.
Theoretical Implications
Toxic Leadership: Uni- or Multi-dimensional? Given that “toxic leadership” can be
thought of as an umbrella term for a constellation of characteristics and traits (Schmidt, 2014), it
is not surprising that adding additional variables improved the logistic regression training model.
Generally, more good data will do so. MI has been referenced as a “dimension” of toxic
leadership given that is how Singh (2019) classified it, but whether toxic leadership is a
unidimensional or multidimensional construct remains somewhat unclear. Still, the weight of the
evidence seems to point towards multidimensionality. Schmidt (2008, 2014) and Sing found
support for five-factor models, but they were two different, albeit similar, models. R. M. Bell
(2020) did not find support for a five-factor model; however, he used exploratory factor analysis,
which Osborne (2014) indicated should not be used to validate an existing latent factors model.
Support for Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five-dimensional model was not found in the present
study; however, that does not mean toxic leadership is not a multidimensional construct. Though
not reported here as the information is provided only for reference in Appendices D and E, the
supplemental information for the 587 cases used for cross validation (specifically, the details
contained in Tables D63 and D64 and Figure E7) revealed five- and six-dimension TLS models
both fit the holdout data. Had research began with the 587 cases, the five- and six-dimensional
models would not have replicated on the remaining cases and the conclusion would have been
the same: multidimensionality was not fully supported as expected. The point is to emphasize
that the dimensionality of toxic leadership should be considered an open question. Though
multidimensionality was not supported consistently here, it makes sense theoretically.
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Lipman-Blumen (2005) argued that any one of many destructive behaviors qualify a
leader as being toxic, suggesting that toxic leadership could be viewed as either
multidimensional or unidimensional depending on the circumstances. It does seem wise,
however, for members of organizations to be on the lookout for signs of toxic leadership as
doing so is necessary for prevention (Erickson et al., 2007), and certain behaviors do tend to
cluster under meaningful headings—whether one calls them dimensions or otherwise. If
recognition is key to suppression, then knowing what to look for is important. Simply asking if a
follower perceives a leader as toxic—or if the leader engages in toxic behaviors generally—may
not be sufficient.
Despite inconsistent support for a multidimensional construct being found in the present
study, the lack of full support does not mean toxic leadership is not, or cannot, be viewed as
multidimensional. It seems each approach has its place. Here, a broad measure of perceived toxic
leadership was all that was necessary, and identifying dimensions was not a main goal. Thus,
having not been able to confirm consistently Schmidt’s five-dimensional model—or a sixdimensional model—should not be viewed as having proven a unidimensional statistical model
or disproven a multidimensional model.
Practical Need for a Multidimensional Model. As is shown in Figure E3, some
participants who said they were rating nontoxic leaders agreed with items suggesting their
leaders were incompetent managers. They did so on other variables as well. For example, 27
(13%) of the 208 participants rating perceived nontoxic leaders in the U.S.A. experimental
sample agreed, to some extent, with two of the three narcissism items—and yet 15 of those
participants disagreed with an item directly probing narcissism: “My leader is narcissistic (that
is, self-centered and has an inflated sense of self-importance).” It appears some followers seem
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to overlook signs of toxicity unless specifically and directly asked. It is unclear why that is the
case; however, it may be somewhat similar to the truth bias found in the deception research.
There is a tendency, generally, for people to better detect truthful statements than
deceptive statements (Vrij, 2000; Zuckerman et al., 1981) regardless of the relationships among
the liars and the hearers. For those involved in close relationships, such as couples, the nature of
the relationship may be the reason for the bias: “Love and the other aspects of relational
development that go with it may generate a level of confidence and trust that ultimately blinds us
to our partners' deceptions” (McCornack & Parks, 1986, p. 388). Followers in a leader-follower
relationship may have a positive/non-toxic leader bias—a blindness, in a sense—when leaders
cross the line from nontoxic to mildly toxic, just as people tend to have a truth bias. Followerleader relationships are not the same as romantic relationships; however, some narcissists, for
example, tend to be likeable—at least early on—and even gregarious (Miller et al., 2021), which
could bias how they are viewed by followers, causing followers to overlook, excuse, or fail to
recognize certain negative leadership behaviors or traits.
Lipman-Blumen (2005) provided a number of reasons followers remain under toxic
leaders, but one major emphasis was rationalization. That is, followers, for a litany of reasons,
often find ways to justify remaining in their positions, even when unhappy, and they make
similar rationalizations in support of their toxic leaders. Kellerman (2004) developed a
classification category of followers whom she called bystanders, that is, those who never
question their bad leaders. She also described another category of followers who willingly
participated with their destructive leaders, presumably none of whom would want to admit to
being destructive themselves. Reed (2005) provided tips on how followers can manage
narcissistic leaders, among others, and followers with such abilities may not view—or even
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recognize—some levels of narcissism so long as the potential negative outcomes of narcissism
are avoided by followers’ skillful management of their leaders. Thus, there are a number of
reasons followers may not easily associate very general descriptions of toxic behaviors or traits
with their leaders.
If one were interested in screening for perceptions of toxicity in leaders of an
organization, for example, a broader instrument with scores on facets, dimensions—or whatever
one might call them—seems not only wise but essential for identification of such leaders and
identification of the behaviors or traits leading to followers’ perceptions. If a workgroup were
rating the same leader, convergence of perceptions on the dimensions would likely be very
meaningful. For research purposes for which one desires only a global classification, the issue of
whether toxic leadership is unidimensional or multidimensional may be less important.
MI: Associated with Toxic Leadership Across Cultures. Singh (2019) suggested the
emergence of MI might have been more of a local cultural phenomenon, but it seems clear that
those in the West also associate MI with toxicity. It is important to note that participants were not
asked about incompetence when they were asked if they had worked or served under leaders
exhibiting any of the very general characteristics of Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five dimensions of
toxic leadership. Participants simply associated MI with toxicity in the same way they tended to
associate servant leadership with nontoxic leaders. Had they been asked specifically about
incompetency when screened for histories with toxic leaders, observed effects may have been
larger.
Additionally, three of the top four MI items on Singh’s (2019) MI scale were selected
from seven that make up the complete subscale. They were chosen based on their factor
loadings. The third highest-loading item—“I rarely know what my boss thinks of my work”—
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was deemed too similar to the LMX-7’s Item 1, and therefore it was replaced with the fourth.
Whereas Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five subdimensions of the TLS-15 consisted of three items
each, only three of Singh’s items were used, and thus by selecting the three based on sample
statistics, it is possible the items did not fully capture the construct, meaning, again, the true
effect may be larger than observed here. Still, those who said they were rating leaders they
perceived as toxic overwhelmingly associated MI with toxic leaders unlike those rating leaders
they perceived as nontoxic, and that was found for both the U.S.A. and U.K. samples.
RQ 2: The Relationship Between the TLS and the SL-7
Empirical Findings
RQ 2 was also simple and straightforward, and it was the heart of the experimental aspect
of the study. Whereas the participants were randomly assigned to conditions, score differences
on any of the scales are indicative of an experimental effect. RQ 2 asked about the relationship
between the TLS and the SL-7. The related hypotheses predicted that TLS scores would be
higher, and SL-7 scores would be lower, for those rating leaders perceived as toxic, and the
opposite effect would be found for leaders perceived as nontoxic. Thus, the TLS and SL-7 were
hypothesized to be negatively correlated. The predicted correlations were consistent across
groups whether male or female, toxic or nontoxic.
Theoretical Implications
The TLS and SL-7 Measure What They Intend. The present study offers additional
support that both the TLS and the SL-7 measure what they intend to measure. Whereas this is the
first study in which ground truth of followers’ perceptions of their leaders (i.e., negative/toxic or
positive/nontoxic) was known, determining how the observed scores align with those of other
studies requires some explanation because other studies either surveyed different populations,
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targeted only one leader type, or used a different number of options on their rating scales. For
example, participants in the present study were queried similarly to those in R. M. Bell’s (2017,
2020) studies concerning their histories of ever having worked or served under a toxic leader;
however, Bell’s participants rated leaders using a 5-pt scale, and Bell did not report the total
scores for the TLS-15 and instead reported the scores and standard deviations for the subscales.
Thus, scores often needed to be rescaled or recalculated to make comparisons. In any event, a
general consistency was found with the mean scores here and those reported elsewhere,
suggesting average scores for the two leader types are fairly stable across studies.
The TLS-15. To compare mean scores for perceived toxic leaders in the present study
with those of R. M. Bell’s (2017, 2020), the mean total TLS-15 score for Bell’s study had to be
calculated. Doing so required calculating an estimate of the correlation between narcissism and
unpredictability—determined to be about .69—because it appeared to have been omitted
inadvertently in the 2020 report. The scores were then rescaled so they would be on a 7-pt scale.
Bell’s mean total TLS scores in his two studies of working graduate and undergraduate students,
respectively, were approximately 5.26 and 5.28, respectively. Those are fairly consistent with the
scores in the present study for which the mean score for the TLS-15 for those rating perceived
toxic leaders in the U.S.A. experimental sample was 5.48, with a 95% CI that spanned from
approximately 5.38 to 5.58.
Scroggins (2017) surveyed mentees who served under pastor mentors in the African
American Pentecostal Church. It is not likely a great risk to presume that Pentecostal pastors
should, generally, be nontoxic. Singh (2019) similarly presumed IT professionals in India would
likely be more toxic than nontoxic, and the scores she observed supported her suspicions.
Scroggins’ observed mean TLS score, when transformed to a 7-pt scale, was 2.34, which is also
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consistent with the observed mean TLS-15 score in the present study, again, and for consistency,
using the relevant portion of the U.S.A. experimental sample as the reference. The mean score in
the present study was 2.39 with a 95% CI spanning from 2.28 to 2.50. Other researchers, who
likely had a typical mix of toxic and nontoxic leaders represented in their samples, observed
mean TLS scores, converted to a 7-pt scale as necessary, of 2.67 (Johnson, 2018), 2.95 (Dobbs,
2014), and 3.10 and 3.15 (Glick, 2018).
The SL-7. Liden et al. (2015) summarized several studies in their SL-7 validation
publication. They reported mean scores on the SL-7 for a variety of populations (e.g., students,
Singapore workforce members, real estate employees). The mean scores they reported ranged
from 4.75 to 4.90. The mean SL-7 score for those rating perceived nontoxic leaders in the
present study was 5.36—as opposed to 2.62 for those rating perceived toxic leaders—which, at
first glance, may seem like a high average score for the nontoxic. However, it is important to
remember that the experimental group contained, by design, approximately equal subgroup sizes,
which does not reflect well the expected mean score when sampling from those rating their
current leaders. Recall that only about 21.5% of the 377 U.S.A. and U.K. participants rating their
current leaders perceived those leaders as toxic. (See Table 12.) Thus, a weighted average score
is more appropriate, and in this case, the estimated mean score for followers rating a group with
typical proportions of toxic and nontoxic leaders is about 4.77, which is consistent with what
Liden et al. reported. Thus, the SL-7 and TLS alike appear to measure not only what they intend,
but the mean scores are relatively stable across a variety of populations.
Restriction of Range. The above reflects a potential problem, of sorts, when focusing
research on only one segment of a given population. Prior researchers, if they knew ground truth
for the perceived status of the leaders being rated, only knew the leaders were toxic (R. M. Bell,
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2017, 2020) or likely toxic (Singh, 2019), and thus the relationships among variables may have
been attenuated as a result of the restriction of range. For example, R. M. Bell (2017) observed
correlations between the LMX variable and the five TLS dimensions ranging from -.45 to -.55,
and here, the same correlations ranged from -.79 to -.86. Because the split of those randomly
assigned to rate perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders was approximately half in the present
study, the higher correlations among variables, while “real,” is certainly higher than what would
be expected in the population at any given time. That is, as with the SL-7 discussion above, the
data should be weighted to better reflect the makeup of the true proportions of toxic and nontoxic
leaders that followers are serving under at any given time. Table D27 shows how the overall
correlation between TLS and SL-7 scores (-.87) is reduced substantially when viewed at the
subgroup levels (-.49 and -.42 for the toxic and nontoxic groups, respectively).
The above phenomenon is noteworthy because it was from reading R. M. Bell’s (2017)
study that the possible connection was made between self-efficacy and independent critical
thinking (ICT), that is, that ICT may be a proxy, at least in part, for self-efficacy. R. M. Bell
(2017, 2020) observed correlations between ICT and the dimensions of toxic leadership that
were nonsignificant to weak. Although not reported earlier because the estimates were not
directly related to the study RQs, similar patterns of correlations were observed here for GSE and
Schmidt’s (2008, 2014) five toxic leadership dimensions. With the nontoxic, all correlations
were significant and between -.33 and -.53. For the toxic, only two of the correlations were
significant (self-promotion and managerial incompetence), and both were weak (.15). However,
as was shown in Table 16, when those rating toxic and nontoxic leaders were assessed as a single
group (i.e., the group of 412 U.S.A. experimental cases), the correlations between GSE and the
six dimensions of toxic leadership were all significant, ranging from -.28 to -.35.
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Thus, the correlations R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) observed in his studies are likely on the
low end of what is typical in the relevant populations, and the theory leading him to investigate
the relationship between the variables may be more supported than it appears because the
research design employed limited participation such that subjects only rated toxic leaders, and
consequently the range of TLS scores was restricted. That is, the findings in his most recent work
on the subject should not be considered the last, and ICT should not be dismissed as having too
weak of a relationship with toxic leadership or its possible dimensions to be considered for
further study. Whether ICT is a product of GSE in such situations is unknown, but the patterns of
observed correlations are similar, and therefore they raise additional theoretical questions.
RQ 3: Relationships Between the TLS and JS and WE
Empirical Findings
RQ 3 asked about the relationships among the DVs and TLS in and out of the presence of
the remaining covariates. The predicted negative correlation between the TLS and the two DVs
was observed, which was consistent with prior research (Gallus et al., 2013; Glick et al., 2018;
Schmidt, 2008). Hypothesis 3b stated the expectation was that GSE would moderate the
relationship between TLS scores and the two DVs. Support was found for the interaction only
when all variables were entered into the model with each DV, respectively. Hypothesis 3c
predicted that mean scores would be higher for females than males in and out of the presence of
the remaining covariates; however, that hypothesis was not supported.
Prior research on sex differences among TLS scores has been mixed, with most
researchers not finding such a relationship (Fitzgibbons, 2018; Glick et al., 2018). Paltu (2020)
found a difference in scores for males and females, but the difference was observed only with the
Authoritarian Leadership subscale. Singh (2019), using her version of the TLS, observed a
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difference on all five subdimensions of the scale; however, she identified different
subdimensions than did Schmidt (2008, 2014), though some overlap.
Theoretical Implications
Workgroup Cohesion (WGC). Schmidt (2014) observed a correlation between WGC
and JS that was very strong (.81); however, the correlation observed here was lower (.52). In the
multivariable models, WGC’s contribution was never significant. The difference may be due to
the samples in each study. Schmidt (2014) surveyed members of the military, for whom
cohesiveness would seem to be essential, particularly in high stakes situations. In more typical
civilian workplaces, WGC may play a lesser role, particularly when in the presence of
organizational culture, which correlated more highly with both DVs.
Sex differences. As noted above, prior research on follower sex differences with TLS
scores have been somewhat mixed, but overall, there have been few who have found statistically
significant associations. As noted, Singh (2019) observed differences between males and
females, but her research was limited to a specific geographical area and a specific work industry
known for its potential for toxicity. Perhaps certain industry-related variables interact in such a
way as to produce such differences, or perhaps the dimensions she measured are more sensitive
to differences. Singh observed a difference on her narcissism subscale, but follower sex was not
observed to correlate with narcissism in the present study (see Table 16). It may be that the
variance explained by follower sex overlaps with what is explained by other variables. Any
reasoning here, however, is only speculative as no such interactions were found, and more
research is needed to try to discern what may be responsible for the different findings.
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RQ 4: Relationships Between the SL-7 and JS and WE
Empirical Findings and Theoretical Implications
RQ 4 asked about the relationships among the DVs and the SL-7 in and out of the
presence of certain covariates. The predicted positive correlation between the SL-7 and the two
DVs was observed, which was also consistent with prior research (Eva at al., 2019; Sendjaya et
al., 2018; van Dierendonck, 2011); although, the SL-7 was not a significant explanatory variable
in the multivariable WE model. As with the TLS-15, no interaction effect was observed between
SL-7 scores and followers’ sex by follower’s perception of the leader. That is not surprising
given that the literature on the SL-7 has reported differences based on a leader’s sex but not a
follower’s sex.
RQ 5: Relationships Between Composite SL-7/TLS-15 and JS and WE
Empirical Findings
RQ 5, in short, raised the question of whether a composite of the TLS and SL-7 would
result in differences in the relationships among the DVs and IVs (i.e., differences when
compared to entering the TLS and SL-7 separately). The only hypothesis associated with RQ 5
stated that the two DVs would positively correlate with the composite variable in and out of the
presence of the covariates. After the composite was created by subtracting the averaged TLS-15
score from the averaged SL-7 score, the resulting variable, the SL7-TLS, classified the perceived
toxic and nontoxic leaders very well (about 98% accuracy). The results of the multiple regression
analyses with the DVs, the SL7-TLS, and the covariates were similar to what was observed in
the prior analyses with separate variables.
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Theoretical Implications
First, creating a composite SL-7 and TLS variable, the SL7-TLS, resulted in a good
classifier of how followers perceived their leaders. When each of the DVs were regressed on the
composite variable, the predicted relationships were observed. However, when in the presence of
the covariates, those relationships were not maintained. The slope coefficients were positive, but
their confidence intervals included zero, suggesting the slopes were not significantly different
from zero. (See Tables D52 and D53). That should be qualified, however. When JS, for example,
was regressed on the SL7-TLS and the covariates, the 95% CI for the SL7-TLS slope coefficient
was -0.009 to 0.66. A larger sample or a Bayesian analysis of the holdout data, using the
observed regression results to inform the priors, would likely result in a finding that the
regression weight is greater than zero.
RQ6: Exploratory and Validation Conclusions and Implications
RQ1 through RQ5 provided the background information to develop RQ6 and its two
hypotheses. Therefore, discussion here will draw on the findings of the first five research
questions to provide greater context to allow a more complete discussion of the implications of
the study. In brief, there are two aspects of the study that are worthy of consideration: 1) the
ability of the scales to properly classify followers’ perceptions of their leaders, and 2) the
relationships among the variables and how they explain job satisfaction and work engagement. It
is from the latter that both theory and practice may be informed.
Empirical Findings
Classification Accuracy. Classification accuracy, that is, the ability of the TLS versions,
SL-7, LMX-7, and the composite SL7-TLS, to accurately identify those participants who were
rating a leader they perceived as toxic or nontoxic, was generally high for all variables. Those
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high accuracies generally held when cross-validated on new data (i.e., data on which a given
algorithm was not trained). The lower levels of the 95% CIs for all versions of the TLS and the
composite SL7-TLS were .92 or higher. The lower levels of the 95% CIs for the SL-7 and
LMX-7 were .76 and .87, respectively. Thus, any of the scales could be used to classify cases
reasonably well; however, the TLS or the composite SL7-TLS would likely tend to outperform
the others. Whereas no research was identified in which any of the variables were used to
classify cases for which followers’ perceptions were known, it is not known how the findings
here might compare to others.
Relational Models. The analyses required to address RQs 1 to 5 provided insight into the
more exploratory investigation of the data as guided by RQ6. When investigating RQs 3, 4, and
5, it was consistently observed that workgroup cohesion was not a significant explanatory
variable in any of the models when in the presence of covariates. Schmidt (2014) found group
cohesion mediated some of the effects of toxic leadership on job outcome variables; however, he
measured organizational commitment whereas organizational culture was measured here. In the
present study, organizational culture explained as almost as much variance as group cohesion
and therefore there was little left for WGC to explain. Whereas the OCS is a relatively new scale,
there are no other studies with which comparisons could be made. What should be concluded
regarding WGC is unclear, and it remains a question for further study. In any event, it was not
considered in RQ6.
For RQ6, perceived leadership style was measured with the composite SL7-TLS variable.
General self-efficacy, measured with the GSE scale, moderated the effects of leadership style
and organizational culture on job satisfaction in the experimental groups, and it appeared to do
the same with the observational groups. There was a similar effect observed with work
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engagement; however, the effect was observed clearly only in the U.K. experimental sample, and
it did not cross-validate on the U.S.A. datasets, and therefore H6b was not considered supported.
(See Tables D57 to D62.)
Theoretical Implications
Toxic and Servant Leadership: Two Poles of a Single Construct? As mentioned in
Chapter 2 above, Burns (1978) explicitly said that bad leaders are not leaders. If that is the case,
then what are they? To Mintzberg (2009), they would be managers who do not manage well and
therefore they would not be practicing leadership and, logically, could not be leaders. The
negative correlation between the TLS and SL-7 scores in the present study was very strong
(-.87). Therefore, it is difficult to argue that the two scales are not, in essence, measuring the
same construct—at least from a statistical standpoint. Either scale will lead their interpreters to
similar general conclusions about how a leader is perceived to lead. That finding supports
Kellerman’s (2004) assertion that leadership should not be limited to describing the actions or
activities of those who employ only a good leadership approach. Hence, some leaders are good;
some are not. Some are toxic, and rightfully perceived as such; others lead from a servant
perspective. Some primarily nontoxic leaders can exhibit toxicity or become toxic (LipmanBlumen, 2005). R. M. Bell (2019) developed a model of Christian leadership by contemplating
the opposite of the (toxic) leadership Jesus rejected. Consequently, from a toxic/nontoxic or
positive/negative perspective, and consistent with Lunsford’s and Padilla’s (2015) assertion,
leadership appears to be more of a continuum than two completely different constructs.
A construct is “an explanatory model based on empirically verifiable and measurable
events or processes—an empirical construct—or on processes inferred from data of this kind
but not themselves directly observable—a hypothetical construct” (American Psychological
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Association, n.d., Definition 2; emphases in original). Whereas multiple models often can be
used to describe a phenomenon such as leadership, constructs can be considered rather arbitrary.
Because constructs can be arbitrary, it makes sense to study the two poles of leadership
separately when appropriate. Thinking of them as opposite poles on a leadership continuum,
however, allows for what many know intuitively: Leaders, at any point, can move along the
continuum and display behaviors, characteristics, or traits more consistent with one pole or the
other. It also puts both leaders and followers on notice of the need to recognize where a leader is
at any given time.
SL-7, LMX-7, TLS-15, SL7-TLS, and the Predictions of COR Theory. Interestingly,
when WE was regressed on either the TLS-15 or the SL-7 variables when addressing RQ3 and
RQ4 (in H3a and H4a), neither was significant when in the presence of the five covariates
(LMX-7, GSE, WGC, OCS, and Follower Sex; Tables D35 and D49). When JS was regressed on
the TLS-15 and the covariates (H3a), the same pattern was observed (Table D38). That was not
the case for the SL-7, however, as it maintained its significance as an explanatory variable even
in the presence of the covariates (H4a; Table D45).
It is not clear why the SL-7 variable was a significant explanatory variable only with the
JS model. It may be due, in part, to the attenuation of correlations that can, but need not, result
when variables are measured imperfectly (Nimon et al., 2012; Osborne, 2003). The reliability
coefficient (omega) for WE was lower than for JS (.87 vs .97), and the observed correlation
between WE and JS was .88. Moreover, the covariates, particularly LMX, could have predicted
TLS-15 or SL-7 scores quite well. Whatever the reason, the bivariate correlations and regression
coefficients were consistent across models, and they were in the directions predicted by COR
Theory, which seems to suggest that measures of servant and toxic leadership are meaningful
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explanatory variables. When the SL7-TLS variable was used to address RQ6, results suggested
the composite variable was important given that it, by itself or as part of an interaction term,
significantly explained some, albeit a small, proportion of the variance in the DVs in three of the
four models—and it approached significance in the fourth (H6a and H6b; Tables D57 to D60).
Using COR theory as a guide, servant leadership and toxic leadership would be viewed as
resource building and resource depleting variables, respectively (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Kalshoven
& Boon, 2012). LMX, like servant leadership, would be viewed as a resource builder. Whereas
resources “do not exist individually but travel in packs, or caravans” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p.
106), job satisfaction and work engagement—also resources—could be expected to increase or
decrease as other, interconnected resources—such as those provided by servant leadership and
LMX or expended by toxic leadership—increase or decrease. Those relationships appear to have
been observed here in that the DV scores, generally, tended to increase or decrease depending on
the level of perceived toxic or servant leadership, and, again, LMX-7’s coefficients were
consistently in the predicted direction regardless of the model in which the LMX-7 variable was
entered.
GSE, WGC, OC, and the Predictions of COR Theory. As noted in Chapter 2, just as
perceived servant and toxic leadership can be viewed as able to increase or decrease resources,
the same can be said of self-efficacy, workgroup cohesion, and organizational culture. Although
no hypotheses were stated in advance regarding the combined effects of workgroup cohesion and
organizational culture, it was suspected that they may interact or have multiplicative effects;
however, such effects were not observed here. The WGC variable’s coefficient, when in the
presence of other IVs, was not significantly different from 0. Typically, it was positive; however,
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it did change its sign in at least one model, though it was still not statistically different from 0.
Thus, WGC did not appear to affect model slopes in any appreciable way.
The research design is not sufficient to explain which variables might cause certain
effects except to say that the manipulation of leader type caused the differences in scores for the
randomly assigned participants. It may be, though, that workgroup cohesion is impacted more by
toxicity than is organizational culture. Again, the caravan effect of COR Theory (Hobfoll et al.,
2018) may be at play in such relationships. That is, a toxic leader, for example, may deplete
individual workgroup members’ resources such that workgroup cohesion is also negatively
affected—for the whole group—and less able to provide what it would otherwise; although, such
a theory is contrary to Schmidt’s (2014) finding that WGC mediated the relationships between
three TLS subdimensions and group-level job satisfaction. It may be, however, that effects are
stronger at the group level, particularly in a military setting. The effect of WGC was not
significantly different from 0 whether SL-7 or TLS was in the model, suggesting it may simply
be that organizational culture has a stronger influence on followers than does cohesion.
What does seem clearer, however, is that general self-efficacy plainly moderated the
effects of leadership style (measured by the SL7-TLS) along with those of organizational culture
on JS (H6a). Self-efficacy is known to correlate positively with job satisfaction (Judge & Bono,
2001), and here it was observed that its moderating effects are also beneficial. That is, the higher
one’s self-efficacy, the less impact that toxic leadership has on JS (and possibly WE) and the
greater the positive effects of organizational culture on JS. Self-efficacy’s beneficial effect on
followers in suboptimal conditions is consistent with prior research. For example, Brendler-Ilan
and Sheaffer (2018) found that self-efficacy attenuated counterproductive work behavior that
resulted from destructive leadership. The reverse effect, so to speak, was observed as well: The
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higher one’s level of self-efficacy, the less impact servant leadership has on job satisfaction. That
is, those with low self-efficacy seem to have greater increases in JS scores when servant
leadership is high than do those with higher self-efficacy, particularly as OC increases. In other
words, the beneficial and detrimental effects of servant and toxic leadership, respectively, impact
followers differently based on the level of OC and followers’ levels of general self-efficacy,
which can be seen in the figures associated with RQ6.
Note that the moderating effect of self-efficacy could be interpreted from the perspective
of leadership style because correlation does not imply causation and therefore leadership style,
for example, could be said to moderate GSE. However, given that general self-efficacy is
expected to be somewhat stable over time (Chen et al., 2001; Scholz et al., 2002) it seems to
make sense to think in terms of GSE’s moderating effect. Organizational culture can probably be
thought of similarly given its resistance to change (Reed, 2015); although, organization size is
probably a factor as well. Whereas a toxic leader in a small organization can negatively influence
the culture more easily than in a very large organization, OC is almost certainly less stable than
self-efficacy. Random assignment is designed to average out covariates such as size effects, and
therefore it is possible stronger relationships would be found if organizational size were
considered.
Some forms of self-efficacy are context specific. Ouweneel et al. (2013) measured jobrelated self-efficacy, for example, and such forms could be less stable. Job specific self-efficacy,
unlike general self-efficacy, would likely correlate strongly with toxic and servant leadership.
Despite general self-efficacy being conceptualized as stable, differences found here suggest
toxicity can impact it to some extent, which is also consistent with COR Theory, making the
interrelationships among the variables much more complex than can be easily examined with
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regression models because effects are not unidirectional. Regardless, the interaction between
GSE and organizational culture seemed to have affected job satisfaction, and arguably work
engagement, similarly, and all such relationships are predicted by COR Theory. Moreover,
together, the relationships among variables support the theory underlying the toxic triangle
(Padilla et al., 2007). That is, the different elements of the triangle do appear to relate to one
another in predictable ways.
Theological Implications
For those who identify as Christian, there is a theological basis for the observations here,
one of which will be noted, and only briefly. In Philippians 4:13, Paul said, “I can do all things
through Him [Christ] who strengthens me” (NASB). In other words, self-efficacy is based on
one’s identity, which is defined by a relationship—a relationship with Christ. Thus, for the
individual, knowing who he or she is in Christ appears to be an important factor to mitigate
effects of perceived toxicity, while enhancing those of servant leadership, on at least some work
outcomes. Organizations—the Church included—should encourage individuals to discover—and
remember—just who they are so they know their capabilities, which underly self-efficacy.
It is important to take a balanced approach to educating or encouraging followers to know
just who they are and to be aware of the continuum on which some find themselves anchored at
either end. For example, Hill (1999) noted the following:
Research on the sources of self-efficacy has not considered the effect of religious
experience. Depending on one’s approach to religion as well as particular religious
beliefs or doctrine, religious experience may either enhance (e.g., the sense of being
personally empowered by the Holy Spirit) or hinder (e.g., an exclusive emphasis on the
incompleteness and fallenness of human nature) self-efficacy beliefs. (p. 1084)
Of course, followers come from diverse backgrounds, and where any one is at any time may be
directly related to such examples as those noted by Hill. It would seem that embedding certain
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values in an intentional organizational culture, could, at least in part, promote self-efficacy of
those throughout the organization.
For followers specifically, an understanding of Paul’s exhortation in Philippians 4:13
would seem imperative:
Literally the verse [Philippians 4:13] reads ‘I am able (can) … all things’ and one must
fill in the blank, but nothing in the context suggests filling in the infinitive ‘to do.’ Notice
the difference from Stoicism—Paul does not draw on inherent inner strength, but rather
on divine empowerment. Paul is not claiming here he is some sort of super human who
can do all things. In the context it is clear that this verse means he has the inner strength
and power to take whatever the world dishes out. (Witherington, 2011, p. 276)
Sometimes the world dishes out toxic leaders, and followers need to know that they have what it
takes to “take whatever the world dishes out.”
Of course, the fact that followers can rise above the toxic effects and mitigate them to
some extent does not mean that toxicity should ever be tolerated, particularly in the context of
ministry. The culture should encourage an ability to recognize toxicity and a willingness to
confront it in an acceptable manner. Recall that that some rating perceived nontoxic leaders only
agreed with the TLS narcissism items, for example, when asked about specific traits. That is,
they claimed to be rating nontoxic leaders but rated some of those supposed nontoxic leaders as
exhibiting narcissism. The same was true for authoritarian leadership. Toxic tendencies cannot
be confronted if they are not first recognized (Erickson et al., 2007), but that requires a
willingness to avoid blindly trusting leaders and realizing that leaders can and do go bad. The
good news is that asking the right questions, which was, in essence, the function of the TLS used
here, can help followers to identify some of the danger cues. McIntosh and Rima (1997/2007)
suggested leaders can and should do their own self-assessments to guard against drifting towards
the dark side of leadership.
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Research Limitations
As was noted earlier, the research design itself gave participants some indication of the
planned comparisons between perceived toxic and nontoxic leaders. Thus, when randomly
assigned and asked to rate their most recent toxic or nontoxic leader, participants knew they were
rating a leader on one end of a spectrum that they may have viewed as somewhat dichotomous.
Therefore, at least some may have provided ratings that are consistent more with what they
would consider a stereotypical toxic or nontoxic leader rather than a specific leader, particularly
if they had to think back many years to rate the assigned leader. Thus, it is possible the rather
distinct scores for leader types are too good to be true despite average scores seemingly being
consistent with what others have reported (R. M. Bell, 2017, 2020; Schmidt, 2008, 2014;
Scroggins, 2018; Singh, 2019). That is, common method variance could have been a factor here.
Common method variance is always a threat to validity in social research, and particularly
psychological (or social-psychological research), in which self-reported measures are used, and
knowing one is rating a “positive” or “negative” leader could have resulted in some participants
attempting to ensure their responses across the scales were more consistent with one another
rather than reflective of their actual perceptions; though, that was made more difficult by mixing
scale items.
Additionally, the samples were samples of convenience, and it is therefore not possible to
know how well representative of the population at large they are. Moreover, the samples were
cross-sectional, which does not allow for the determination of causation beyond what can be
inferred directly from the random assignment. Still, the results were quite similar for the U.S.A.
and U.K. participants, which suggest the results are generalizable to at least some extent. Of
course, participation was also limited to those with Internet access and who had previously
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decided to become part of an Internet survey panel. How such respondents differ from the
general population is unknown, but there is some research to suggest such panels can adequately
represent the general population (Chandler et al., 2019; Coppock, & McClellan, 2019; Daly, &
Nataraajan, 2015; Evans & Mathur, 2018).
Further Research
Future researchers might consider asking for ratings on a leader from some participants
before, and others after, asking if the participant perceives the leader rated as toxic or nontoxic.
If participants were randomly assigned to conditions, any effect of the prompt used here should
become apparent presuming any such effect is large enough to be meaningful.
As noted previously, it was hoped to also include measures of followership to compare
and contrast results from R. M. Bell (2017, 2020) to attempt to discover if, or to what extent,
Independent Critical Thinking (ICT) is a proxy for self-efficacy, and to discover how servant and
toxic leadership can impact ICT. Whereas ICT would not be expected to perfectly correlate with
self-efficacy, further research could be conducted to include both measures to determine how
much one explains the other to try to better understand followership and its dimensions.
Additionally, the GSE measures were all rather consistent and typically high. Perhaps
they are accurate, but future research should consider a measure of social desirability. If social
desirability scores were concerning, steps could be taken to address the issue. If not, greater
confidence could be placed in the results. Finally, a short form of the GSE was used to save
space on the survey; however, participants were able to complete the entire survey in a relatively
short time despite the large number of items. Presenting all 10 items (rather than six) would
allow comparisons with publicly available normative data for many populations.
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Summary
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between followers’ perceptions
of toxic and nontoxic (servant) leadership and how those relationships are associated with
followers’ self-reported follower variables, specifically, general self-efficacy (GSE), work
engagement (WE), and job satisfaction (JS) with and without any effects of LMX in-group/out
group status, organizational culture (OC), workgroup cohesion (WGC), and follower sex. Padilla
et al. (2007) theorized that all three domains of the toxic triangle work together to support toxic
leadership. In the present study, the toxic triangle theory was supported, but not in the strictest
sense of the model, that is, that follower and context variables support destructive leadership.
Rather, leader, follower, and organizational variables work together to produce various
outcomes. One could say the triangle can be rotated so any side serves as the supportive base.
Given the predictions of COR Theory, however, it was expected that the same domains of
the triangle would also support servant leadership, and whereas relationships among variables
were generally as predicted, it could be said that a nontoxic triangle was also supported.
Together, the relationships seem to support a model of leadership in which negative (toxic) and
positive (servant) leadership are two opposite poles of the same overarching construct, with some
variables impacting followers more than leaders (e.g., follower GSE) and others impacting both
followers and leaders (e.g., OC). Still, all domains within the triangle appear to be bi- or multidirectional in that they influence one another. For example, OC and GSE interact to impact how
toxic or servant leadership impacts followers’ JS, but OC can also impact leadership (Padilla et
al., 2007).
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Classifying Perceptions of Toxic and Servant Leadership
Before beginning any in-depth analyses of relational models, the TLS (Schmidt, 2008,
2014), in several versions—including two that added a measure of one of the domains of Singh’s
(2019) version of the TLS, that is, managerial incompetence—was assessed to determine how
well it could classify cases as those rating a perceived toxic or nontoxic leader. This is the first
known study in which the TLS was tested to determine if it measured what it was designed to
measure (i.e., perceptions of toxic leadership) such that TLS scores could be used for
classifications. The TLS, along with the SL-7 and LMX-7, did an excellent job of accurately
classifying cases. The TLS, however, tended to outperform the others, but accuracy gains were
relatively small. In brief, support was found to suggest the TLS and SL-7 instruments can be
used to measure the constructs they were designed to measure given their abilities to classify
cases as well as they did. For the TLS, high scores were indicative of perceived toxicity, and low
scores were indicative of perceived non-toxicity and servant leadership. The opposite was true
for the SL-7. A composite of the two scales worked as well as the individual scales. Finally, the
relationships between the TLS and SL-7, in addition their relationships with the LMX-7 scores,
provide evidence of convergent and divergent validity of the scales when viewed as two alternate
poles of leadership.
WGC: Not a Significant Explanatory Variable with Covariates
Workgroup cohesion (WGC) has been associated with mitigating some effects of toxic
leadership (Schmidt, 2014). However, here, when in the presence of the other IVs, particularly
organizational culture, WGC did not contribute significantly to any models tested. Instead, it was
the remaining variables, i.e., Follower Sex, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, the composite SL7-TLS and the
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interactions of the SL7-TLS by GSE and OCS by GSE that together resulted in models that
explained considerable proportions of the variance in one or both of the DVs.
Explanatory Models
Overview. Follower Sex, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, the composite SL7-TLS and the
interactions of the SL7-TLS by GSE and OCS by GSE explained approximately 61% and 53%
of the variance in JS in the U.S.A. and U.K. experimental samples, respectively. The comparable
model predicted 55% and 49% of the variance in WE in the U.S.A. and U.K. experimental
samples, respectively; however, only the SL7-TLS and LMX variables significantly contributed
to the model trained on the U.S.A. experimental data.
Importance of the Interactions. When explaining JS, the two interaction terms were
significant in both samples. On average, the effect of perceived leadership style on JS was
conditional on a follower’s level of general self-efficacy and organizational culture. When GSE
and OCS were high, the effect of perceived toxicity on JS was reduced compared to when GSE
and OCS were low. When both GSE and OCS were low, perceived toxicity appeared to have
what could be described as a greater downward pull on JS scores. Similar effects were observed,
to a limited extent, when WE was regressed on the same variables. Despite the seemingly small
effects of the interaction terms—and small interaction effects, as measured by R2 increases, are
typical in social science (Cohen et al., 2003)—those small effects can be meaningful when put in
context.
For example, an average participant who agreed or strongly agreed with all the items on
the TLS might produce an average TLS score of 6 (a high score), and therefore a much lower
average SL-7 score would be expected. For the purposes of illustration, assume the score was 1,
meaning the composite SL7-TLS score would be -5 (1 – 6 = -5). Such a score would be highly

235

indicative of perceived leader toxicity and little to no perception of servant leadership. If the
same participant disagreed with all the items on the OCS and GSE scales, producing an average
score of 2 for each scale, then the average JS score would be predicted to be low, approximately
1.75 on a 7-pt scale, such that the participant would be said to be experiencing little to no job
satisfaction. However, if the same participant instead agreed with the items on the OCS and
GSE, with average scores of 6 on both scales, then JS would be predicted to be high: an
approximate score of 5. A score of 5 represents agreement with the items on the JS, meaning the
participant would be said to be experiencing a high level of job satisfaction—despite the level of
leader toxicity being the same (i.e., high) in both scenarios.
Implications for Leaders and Organizations. In light of the above, certain implications
seem to emerge for those in leadership positions at many organizations. First, leaders should
intentionally work to create an organizational culture that supports servant leadership and does
not support toxic leadership. That requires training people to recognize what is toxic and
providing an environment in which it is safe to confront signs of toxicity while promoting
alternatives consistent with servant leadership. Culture changes slowly, and not always
predictably (Reed, 2015), and therefore intentionality is essential. As leaders encourage and
promote a toxic-resistant culture, they may remind themselves to be on guard against drifting
towards toxicity. Second—and these are not in order of priority—leaders need to provide the
knowledge, means, and tools for followers to believe they can do what is necessary to achieve
their individual goals as they do their parts to achieve the organizational mission. That is, leaders
should try to increase followers’ sense of self-efficacy. By supporting those two elements
(follower and environment) of the toxic triangle—or perhaps nontoxic triangle—organizational
leaders may be able to promote servant leadership while suppressing toxic leadership.
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Conclusions
This study began with the purpose of exploring the relationships among several variables
in the three domains constituting the toxic triangle (Padilla et al., 2007). Because scales
measuring perceptions of servant and toxic leadership were critical to the study, analysis began
by assessing those scales along with those of the other variables. Scores were highly reliable, and
factor analyses supported the adequacy of the scales and therefore analyses proceeded. Briefly,
the more salient findings of the study are as follows:
•

The TLS (Schmidt, 2014) and the SL-7 (Liden et al., 2015) are very effective in
classifying followers’ perceptions of their leaders as practicing servant or toxic
leadership.
o The TLS (Schmidt, 2008, 2014) was improved by adding Singh’s (2019)
Managerial Incompetence dimension to the logistic regression model.
▪ Thus, it can be said that toxic leaders are narcissistic, self-promoting,
and incompetent leaders who engage in an unpredictable pattern of
abusive and authoritarian supervision.
o The TLS can be reduced in size with minimal reductions in reliability or
validity.

•

The variables measured here and forming the three elements/domains of the toxic
triangle appear to covary as predicted by COR Theory.
o The adapted version of Adıgüzel’s and Küçükoğlu’s OCS (2019) is a brief but
valid tool for measuring organizational culture.

•

Toxic and servant leadership correlate so highly, albeit negatively, that—from a
statistical perspective—they appear to measure a single construct; however, and
consistent with Lunsford’s and Padilla’s (2015) assertions, they appear to be opposite
poles of a leadership construct that may be best represented by a continuum with
positive (servant) and negative (toxic) leadership forming subconstructs.

•

Two interaction terms are noteworthy:
o GSE moderates the negative effects of toxic leadership on job satisfaction,
and, to a much lesser extent, the positive effects servant leadership.
o GSE and OCS interact positively.
o Separately and together, the interactions—which held on cross-validation—
are important theoretically and practically.
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Study Description, Consent, and Survey
Study Description
Study Description
To participate in the study, you will be required to confirm that you have read and understood the
information contained in this "Study Description." This Study Description provides the information you
need so you can grant your informed consent to participate in the study. Therefore, please read it
carefully and ask any questions you have before proceeding to the study link.
Title of the Project: Leadership and Followership
Principal Investigator: Barry Cushman, doctoral candidate, Liberty University
Invitation to be Part of a Research Study
First, thank you for your interest! You are invited to participate in a research study. To participate, you
must 1) be at least 18 years old, 2) be fluent in English (reading and writing), 3) live in the U.S.A or the
U.K., 4) be employed by another person or organization (of any type), and, 5) routinely interact with other
employees when working. Taking part in this research project is voluntary.
Please take time to read this entire form and ask questions before deciding whether to take part in this
research project.
What is the study about and why is it being done?
The primary purpose of this study is to better understand the process of leadership and followership in
various organizational environments. More specifically, I am investigating the relationships among
positive and negative leadership styles, work environments, and certain follower behaviors and
characteristics.
What will happen if you take part in this study?
It is expected that the entire survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. If you agree to be in this
study, I will ask you to provide your opinions and perceptions of your current or former work
environment, the type of leadership you experienced, how you went about doing your job in that work
environment, along with a few other demographic questions. For example, you will be provided with a list
of statements and asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement. The
leader you will be asked to consider when responding to the survey may be randomized (if you have had
experience serving under different types of leaders), or you might be asked to consider your current
leader.
The survey consists of several scientific instruments (surveys) designed to measure your opinions or
perceptions about leadership- and followership-related issues, and therefore some of the questions might
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seem repetitive even though they are slightly different. This is necessary for scientific reasons, so it is
important that you answer each question even if some seem to be repetitive.
How could you or others benefit from this study?
Aside from the compensation participants will receive according to the terms discussed below,
participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study. Although you may
not receive a direct benefit from your participation (again, aside from the compensation discussed below),
other people may ultimately benefit from the knowledge obtained in this study. Please keep in mind that
this is a scientific study, and honest and accurate responses will be valuable to me and perhaps to the
larger, relevant scientific communities.
What risks might you experience from being in this study?
The risks involved in this study are minimal, which means they are equal to the risks you would encounter
in everyday life.
How will personal information be protected?
No personally identifying information will be requested, and you should not provide any at any point
during the study. Your study information will be kept anonymous by collecting only your Prolific ID, which
is necessary to document and process compensation and to access any relevant (and also anonymous)
pre-screening information you provided to Prolific (for example, your country of residence). Your Prolific
ID cannot provide me with access to any of your personally identifying information.
Qualtrics is the survey platform being used for this study. (Prolific is the vendor that matches potential
survey participants like you, based on the information you provided to them, to surveys such as mine. If you
agree to participate in this survey, Prolific connects your device [computer, tablet, or smartphone] to the
survey's web link. Prolific does not possess the survey, nor does Prolific have access to any of the data you
provide within the survey.) After I download the survey data from Qualtrics, the data file will be stored on a
password-protected computer and only I will have access to the data.
Information on how Qualtrics protects data is available at this link: https://www.qualtrics.com/securitystatement/
Any data you provide may be used for future research studies, given to other investigators for future
research studies, or used in reports or other presentations without additional consent from you. Although
your Prolific ID is not traceable by me or any other researchers, to ensure your anonymity, all Prolific IDs
will be permanently removed from the data file after compensation has been approved and prior to any
analysis. In other words, anything I might publish or share with others as a result of this study will be
completely anonymized and will not be able to be traced back to you as an individual. For those
participating in any pilot testing of the survey, Prolific IDs will be retained beyond what is stated here only
as necessary to ensure that nobody is able to participate in the study more than once. (If the title of the
study includes the words "Pilot Study," then you will be participating in a pilot-testing phase of the study.
Data supplied by participants in the pilot-testing phase will be combined with participant data from the
non-pilot-testing phase of the study.)
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How will you be compensated for being part of the study?
You will be compensated at the rate stated above in exchange for your complete participation in the
survey, including successfully responding to any questions or statements designed to ensure each
participant is paying attention rather than responding randomly or without reading the
questions/statements. Compensation for participation is not being provided by Liberty University.
Compensation will be paid according to the terms stated here along with the more general participation
terms to which you agreed with Prolific. I will attempt to review and accept or reject your submission,
should you agree to participate and complete the survey, within three business days of your submission
and otherwise according to the researcher terms to which I agreed with Prolific. Those (researcher) terms
include a provision that says that should I fail to review your submission within 21 days of its submission,
Prolific will automatically compensate you at the amount agreed (above). Failure to respond to any
screening verification questions, or providing responses that are inconsistent with the prescreening
responses you previously provided to Prolific, will automatically end the survey, requiring your withdrawal
from the study.
If you want to review Prolific's participant or researcher terms referenced in the above paragraph, they can
be found at the following links:
https://www.prolific.co/assets/docs/Participant_Terms.pdf
https://www.prolific.co/assets/docs/Researcher_Terms.pdf
Is study participation voluntary?
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will not affect your current or
future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any
question or reply to any statement, and you may withdraw at any time prior to submitting the survey
without affecting those relationships. However, please remember that incomplete surveys may not be able
to be used and therefore may not be accepted for compensation. (Scientific surveys, such as those used in
this survey, require a minimum number of responses to be considered valid and therefore, U.S.A.ble.) Your
best guess is usually better than no response, and a few questions are so vital to the study (that is, those
questions that verify your Prolific prescreening responses) that should you choose not to respond to
them, you will not be able to continue in the study.
What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study?
To withdraw from the study, you must return your submission by following the instructions provided by
Prolific. A detailed explanation of how to withdraw can be found at this link: https://participanthelp.prolific.co/hc/en-gb/articles/360022342094-How-do-I-withdraw-my-participation-in-a-study
Please note that Prolific only allows the survey to be returned while you are active on the survey or after it
has been submitted and still awaiting review. (Because the data is anonymous, and because I will be
deleting all Prolific IDs after approval and downloading of the data, it will not be possible for me to know
what data you provided.) If you decide to withdraw during or after your participation, but before
acceptance, your data will be excluded from the study.
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Whom do you contact if you have questions or concerns about the study?
I, Barry Cushman, am the researcher conducting the study. You may ask me any questions you have now
by using the "Contact the Researcher" link in Prolific, and if you have questions later, feel free to contact
me as well. To maintain anonymity, I encourage you to contact me using Prolific's messaging system;
however, you can also contact me at
. You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr.
Gary Bredfeldt, at
.
Whom do you contact if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone other than
the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971 University Blvd., Green
Hall Ste. 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at
.
Disclaimer: The Institutional Review Board (IRB) is tasked with ensuring that human subjects research will
be conducted in an ethical manner as defined and required by federal regulations. The topics covered and
viewpoints expressed or alluded to by student and faculty researchers are those of the researchers and do
not necessarily reflect the official policies or positions of Liberty University.
You may print a copy of this Study Description for your records.
[Note: Those choosing to continue clicked on a link that took them to the webpage at which Qualtrics hosted the
survey itself.]
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[Survey]
Before you start, please silence your phone/email/music so you can focus on this study.

Thank you!
Please enter your Prolific ID:6

Consent7
Make sure you understand what the study is about before you agree to participate.
By clicking the "I consent to participate in the study" button below, you are agreeing to participate in this
study. You are also acknowledging that 1) you have read and understood the information contained in the Study
Description, 2) you have asked and received answers to any questions you had (if any), 3) you are at least 18 years
of age, 4) your participation in the study is voluntary, 5) you meet all other qualifications, and, 6) you are aware that
you may choose to terminate your participation in the study at any time and for any reason.
If you do not consent to participate in the study, please click on the "I do not consent; I do not wish to participate
in the study" button, and you will be returned to Prolific.
You may print this section, along with the Survey Description, for your records.
What is your sex (biologically assigned at birth)?
In what country do you currently reside?

To keep things simple, for the purposes of this survey we will refer to leaders (supervisors, bosses, etc.) as being one
of only two types: positive or negative.
Negative leaders are those who regularly demonstrate any of the leadership characteristics below. (“Regularly”
means the characteristic is not unusual for the person.)
Abusive/ harmful (not limited to physical abuse/harm)
Authoritarian / Excessively controlling
Self-absorbed / Preoccupied with themselves or own needs/desires
Self-promoting
Unpredictable
Positive leaders are those who DO NOT regularly demonstrate any of those leadership characteristics.
Select the statement that applies to you:
For the purposes of this study, please have your most recent leader in mind when you respond. If you are not
currently working for or serving under your most recent leader, then respond as you would have at the time. Take
IDs were automatically imported via the URL link taking the participant from Prolific’s website to the Qualtrics’
survey link.
7
Participants read the Study Description (above), which also contained the informed consent information, on
Prolific’s website prior to clicking the link to connect them to the survey itself, which, again, was hosted at
Qualtrics.
6
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a moment to ensure you have your current/most recent leader in mind, and select your response when you are ready
to proceed. All survey references to your leader will be a reference to the leader you are thinking about here.
For the purposes of this study, please have your most recent positive leader in mind when you respond. If the
positive leader is not your current leader, respond as you would have at the time. Take a moment to ensure you have
the positive leader in mind, and select your response when you are ready to proceed. All survey references to your
leader will be a reference to the positive leader you are thinking about here.
I For the purposes of this study, please have your most recent negative leader in mind when you respond. If the
negative leader is not your current leader, respond as you would have at the time. Take a moment to ensure
you have the negative leader in mind, and select your response when you are ready to proceed. All survey
references to your leader will be a reference to the negative leader you are thinking about here.
Strongly
agree

Agree

Somewhat
agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

My leader holds
subordinates
responsible for things
outside their job
descriptions [AS4]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader can tell if
something workrelated is going wrong
[SL71]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader controls
how subordinates
complete their tasks
[AL13]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader is unable to
take stand and stick to
it [MI2]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader has a sense
of personal
entitlement [N10]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader drastically
changes his/her
demeanor when
his/her supervisor is
present [SP1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader allows
his/her current mood
to define the climate
of the workplace [U7]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader puts my
best interests ahead of
his/her own [SL75]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader publicly
belittles subordinates
[AS5]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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I would seek help
from my leader if I
had a personal
problem. [SL73]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader would NOT
compromise ethical
principles in order to
achieve success
[SL77]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader does not
permit subordinates to
approach goals in new
ways [AL14]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader thinks that
he/she is more capable
than others [N11]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader emphasizes
the importance of
giving back to the
community [SL74]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader will only
offer assistance to
people who can help
him/her get ahead
[SP2]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader is a micro
manager [MI1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader expresses
anger at subordinates
for unknown reasons
[U8]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader reminds
subordinates of their
past mistakes and
failures [AS-6]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader makes my
career development a
priority [SL72]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader determines
all decisions in the
unit whether they are
important or not
[AL15]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It's important that you
pay attention to this

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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study. Please select
'Somewhat Disagree'.
My leader believes
that he/she is an
extraordinary person
[N12]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader gives me
the freedom to handle
difficult situations in
the way that I feel is
best [SL76]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader is unable to
delegate properly
[MI3]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader accepts
credit for successes
that do not belong to
him/her [SP3]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader varies in
his/her degree of
approachability [U9]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader is verbally
hostile/abusive to
some subordinates.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader demands
total compliance with
his/her own agenda
and ways of getting
things done.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader acts in
ways that promote
his/her own interest,
especially with
superiors.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader displays a
wide range of
behaviors that reflect
dramatic shifts in
mood.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader is
narcissistic (that is,
self-centered and has
an inflated sense of
self-importance).

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My leader does not
demonstrate the

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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leadership skills
necessary for the job.
Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

I like my job. [JS1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

At my workplace, I
am mentally
resilient. [WE1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am enthusiastic
about my work.
[WE2]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

Strongly
agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

I feel satisfied with
my job. [JS2]
I am happy with my
job. [JS3]
Time flies when I
am working. [WE3]

Somewhat
agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

In my organization,
there is strong
communication among
employees. [OCS1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In my organization, a
strong team spirit
among employees is
encouraged. [OCS2]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In my organization,
employees are
committed to
protecting the
organization. [OCS3]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In my organization,
employees nurture a
sense of loyalty and
trust towards one
another. [OCS4]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In my organization,
employee participation

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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in decision-making is
considered important.
[OCS5]
In my organization,
the policies and
procedures are well
known by everyone.
[OCS6]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In my organization,
new ideas and
approaches are
encouraged. [OCS7]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Do you know where you stand with your leader and do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you
do? [LMX71]
How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs? [LMX72]
How well does your leader recognize your potential? [LMX73]
Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into his or her position, what are the chances that
your leader would use his or her power to help you solve problems in your work? [LMX74]
Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances that he or she would “bail
you out” at his or her expense? [LMX75]
I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his or her decision if he or she were not
present to do so. [LMX76]
How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader? [LMX77]
Strongly
agree

Agree

Somewhat
agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Members of my
workgroup look
out for each other’s
welfare. [WGC1]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Members of my
workgroup support
each other to get
the job done.
[WGC2]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It is important that
you are paying
attention, so please
select "Agree" for
this item.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Members of my
workgroup work
well together as a
team. [WGC3]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Members of my
workgroup trust
each other.
[WGC4]

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

Strongly
agree

[This section
contained items 2,
3, 4, 5, 7, and 10
of the General
Self-efficacy
Scale.]8

o
o
o
o
o
o

Agree

o
o
o
o
o
o

Somewhat
agree

o
o
o
o
o
o

Neither
agree nor
disagree

o
o
o
o
o
o

Somewhat
disagree

o
o
o
o
o
o

What is the sex of the leader you rated?
For approximately how long did you work or serve under your leader? (Your best guess is fine, and you do not
need to enter months unless the time was less than 1 year.)
Approximately how long ago did you work or serve under your leader? (Your best guess is fine, and you do not
need to enter months unless the time was less than 1 year.) If you are still serving under your leader, enter 0 for both
years and months.
The following items request age estimates. (When necessary, your best guesses are fine.)
18
32
45
59
73
86
100

8

A short version of the GSE was used here. The items are not published at the request of the authors, but all items
are available in their early publication (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) and on their website: https://userpage.fuberlin.de/health/selfscal.htm, which they requested readers be referred to in lieu of republication of the items. The
six-item version used here was validated by Romppel et al. (2013).
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How old are you now?
Approximately how old were you when you started
serving under your leader?
Approximately how old was your leader when you
started serving under him or her?

What is your ethnicity?
What is the ethnicity of the leader you rated?
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Appendix C

Permission to use Scales/Instru ments

Permission to use Scales/Instruments

270

271

272

273

274

275

276

277

278

279

280
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The Job Satisfaction, Work Engagement, and Workgroup Cohesion scales came from the
DEOMI, which may be freely distributed:
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Appendix D

Supplementary Statis tical Tables

Supplementary Statistical Tables
Table D1 Approximate Follower and Leader Mean Ages and Time Served Under Leader by Country, Sex, and Follower’s Perception of Leader Type.
Approximate Follower and Leader Mean (SD) [99% BCa CI] Ages and Time Served Under Leader by Country,
Sex, and Follower’s Perception of Leader Type.
Variable
U.S.A.
U.K.
Follower’s perceptions
Follower’s perceptions
Males
Females
Males
Females
NTx
Tx
NTx
Tx
NTx
Tx
NTx
Tx
N
149
101
139
111
143
107
140
111
Follower's age
37 (9)
39 (11)
38 (11) 38 (10)
43 (10)
44(11)
41 (12)
41 (11)
99% CIBCa
[35, 39] [37, 43] [36, 40] [35, 40]
[41, 45]
[41, 47]
[39, 44]
[38, 44]
Maximum age
64
74
69
64
68
68
68
65
Months under
57 (47)
47 (54)
54 (52) 42 (48)
63 (53)
43 (36)
55 (51)
42 (38)
leader
99% CIBCa
[48, 67] [36, 62] [43, 65] [31, 56]
[52, 76]
[35, 52]
[44, 66]
[34, 52]
Follower's start
31 (8)
31 (9)
32 (9)
30 (9)
36 (10)
34 (10)
36 (11)
33 (10)
age
99% CIBCa
[29, 32] [29, 33] [30, 34] [28, 32]
[34, 38]
[31, 37]
[33, 38]
[31, 36]
Leader’s age
45 (11)
44 (10)
43 (10)
45 (9)
42 (9)
45 (11)
42 (9)
45 (12)
99% CIBCa
[43, 47] [41, 46] [41, 45] [43, 47]
[40, 44]
[43, 48]
[40, 44]
[42, 49]
Note. Follower’s age = follower’s current age. Month under leader = approximate length of time follower served
under leader. Follower’s start age = approximate age at which follower started under the leader rated. Maximum
age = highest age reported in subsample. Leader’s age = approximate age of leader when follower started serving
under him or her; NTx = (perceived) Nontoxic leader; Tx = (perceived) Toxic leader; 99% CIBCa = 99% bias
corrected and accelerated confidence interval of the sampling distribution of the mean (based on 5,000 bootstrap
samples). Bolded CIs indicate non-overlapping intervals between the U.S.A. and U.K. samples in the same row
and comparable column. Because tests of mean differences were not conducted, overlapping CIs do not
necessarily indicate differences are not statistically significant, particularly given 99% CIs were used. Those that
do not overlap (when the two groups are independent), however, do indicate a statistically significant difference
(Cumming, 2013; Cumming & Finch, 2005; Sedgwick, 2012). Thus, using a lack of overlap when making
comparisons here will result in a highly conservative standard for the rejection of a null of no difference.
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Table D2 Age Counts (Proportions) of Participants/Followers by Country, Sex, and U.S.A. and U.K. Experimental and Observational Groups
Age Counts (Proportions) of Participants/Followers by Country, Sex, and U.S.A. and U.K. Experimental and
Observational Groups
U.S.A.
U.K.
Age Group
Males
Females
Males
Females
Experimental Groups
19–29
23 (11.4)
47 (21.1)
20 (9.6)
37 (17.3)
30–39
104 (51.7)
89 (41.8)
59 (28.4)
75 (35.0)
40–49
45 (22.4)
35 (16.4)
64 (30.8)
42 (19.6)
50–59
20 (10.0)
36 (16.9)
49 (23.6)
41 (19.2)
60–69
7 (3.5)
6 (2.8)
16 (7.7)
19 (8.9)
≥ 70
2 (1.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
Nonexperimental/Observational Groups
19–29
16 (32.7)
12 (32.4)
4 (9.5)
6 (16.2)
30–39
23 (46.9)
14 (37.8)
16 (38.1)
12 (32.4)
40–49
7 (14.3)
9 (24.3)
13 (31.0)
8 (21.6)
50–59
3 (6.1)
0 (0.0)
6 (14.3)
7 (18.9)
60–69
0 (0.0)
2 (5.4)
3 (7.1)
4 (10.8)
≥ 70
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
Note. The experimental groups included the U.S.A. and U.K. participants who had experience working under
both leader types and therefore could be randomly assigned, unlike the observational groups whose participants
only indicated having served under one leader type.

Table D3 Followers’ Racial Identification Counts (Proportions) of the Leaders Rated, Disaggregated by Follower Country and Sex
Followers’ Racial Identification Counts (Proportions) of the Leaders Rated, Disaggregated by Follower Country
and Sex
U.S.A.
U.K.
Total
Total
Males
Females
Males
Females
Leader’s ethnicity
198
(79.2)
204
(81.6)
402
(80.4)
233
(93.2)
237
(94.4)
470
(93.8)
White
20 (8.0)
22 (8.8)
42 (8.4)
6 (2.4)
6 (2.4)
12 (2.4)
Black or African American
1 (0.4)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.2)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
American Indian or Alaska Native
19
(7.6)
7
(2.8)
26
(5.2)
6
(2.4)
6
(2.4)
12
(2.4)
Asian
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.4)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.2)
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
11 (4.4)
14 (5.6)
25 (5.0)
2 (0.8)
2 (0.8)
4 (0.8)
Other
1
(0.4)
3
(1.2)
4
(0.8)
2
(0.8)
0
(0.0)
2 (0.4)
Unknown/did not respond

284

Table D4 U.S.A. State Population Proportions Compared to the U.S.A. Sample
U.S.A. State Population Proportions Compared to the U.S.A. Sample
Percentage of Percentage of
Percentage
Percentage
2019
U.S.A.
of 2019
of U.S.A.
State
population
Sample
State
population
Sample
Alabama
1.49
0.60
Montana
0.33
0.00
Alaska
0.22
0.40
Nebraska
0.59
1.40
Arizona
2.22
2.00
Nevada
0.94
1.20
Arkansas
0.92
0.40
New Hampshire
0.41
0.80
California
12.04
10.00
New Jersey
2.71
3.20
Colorado
1.76
2.20
New Mexico
0.64
1.00
Connecticut
1.09
0.40
New York
5.93
5.60
Delaware
0.30
0.40
North Carolina
3.20
3.60
District of Columbia
0.22
1.00
North Dakota
0.23
0.20
Florida
6.55
8.80
Ohio
3.56
3.00
Georgia
3.24
2.40
Oklahoma
1.21
1.60
Hawaii
0.43
1.00
Oregon
1.29
1.40
Idaho
0.54
0.60
Pennsylvania
3.90
4.20
Illinois
3.86
5.60
Rhode Island
0.32
0.20
Indiana
2.05
2.40
South Carolina
1.57
1.40
Iowa
0.96
1.40
South Dakota
0.27
0.00
Kansas
0.89
1.40
Tennessee
2.08
1.60
Kentucky
1.36
1.80
Texas
8.84
5.20
Louisiana
1.36
1.40
Utah
0.98
0.40
Maine
0.41
0.40
Vermont
0.19
0.20
Maryland
1.84
2.40
Virginia
2.60
4.20
Massachusetts
2.10
2.60
Washington
2.32
0.80
Michigan
3.04
3.00
West Virginia
0.55
0.20
Minnesota
1.72
1.80
Wisconsin
1.77
1.40
Mississippi
0.91
0.60
Wyoming
0.18
0.00
Missouri
1.87
2.20
Note. The population proportions were calculated using official data: U.S. Census Bureau. (2019, July 1).
QuickFacts: United States. https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/dashboard/US/PST045219. Bold data
indicates states for which there was no participation (based on the location data provide by Qualtrics but see text
for limitations).
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Table D5 U.K. Proportions of Population in Each Country and the Nine Regions of England Compared to the U.K. Sample
U.K. Proportions of Population in Each Country and the Nine Regions of England Compared to the U.K. Sample
Proportion of 2020
Country/Region
population a
Proportion of U.K. Sample
England
84.1%
87.0%
North East
4.8%
4.8%
North West
13.0%
13.6%
Yorkshire and the Humber
9.8%
12.0%
East Midlands
8.7%
8.8%
West Midlands
10.5%
10.0%
East of England
11.1%
7.9%
London
15.6%
17.9%
South East
16.3%
16.1%
South West
10.2%
9.1%
Scotland
8.4%
7.6%
Wales
4.8%
2.8%
Northern Ireland
2.7%
2.6%
Note. Population information is based on official data: Office for National Statistics. (2021). Population
Estimates for U.K., England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland: Mid-2020.
https://www.ons.gov.U.K./datasets/mid-year-pop-est/editions/mid-2020-april-2021-geography/versions/1
a
The country proportions are based on the total U.K. population; the proportions for the regions of England are
based on the total population of England.

Table D6 Participant/Follower Employer Types Count (Proportion) by Country and Sex
Participant/Follower Employer Types Count (Proportion) by Country and Sex
U.S.A.
U.K.
Totals
Employer Type
Males
Females
Males
Females
Males
Females
For-profit
197 (78.8)
161 (64.4)
181 (72.4)
142 (56.6)
378 (75.6)
303 (60.5)
Non-profit
20 (8)
49 (19.6)
21 (8.4)
28 (11.2)
41 (8.2)
77 (15.4)
Government
33 (13.2)
40 (16)
47 (18.8)
81 (32.3)
80 (16)
121 (24.2)
Unknown
0 (0)
0 (0)
1 (0.4)
0 (0)
1 (0.2)
0 (0)
Note. Employment sectors were provided by Prolific based on their internal screening data of panel members,
which was presumably current. Thus, there is no way of knowing if followers rating former leaders were in the
same sector at the time.

Table D7 Follower History of Serving under Toxic, Nontoxic, or Both Leader Types by Followers’ Country and Sex
Follower History of Serving under Toxic, Nontoxic, or Both Leader Types by Followers’ Country and Sex
U.S.A.
U.K.
Leader History
Males
Females
Males
Females
Toxic only
3 (1.2%)
5 (2.0%)
3 (1.2%)
3 (1.2%)
Nontoxic only
46 (18.4%)
32 (15.6%)
39 (15.6%)
34 (13.5%)
201 (80.4%)
213 (85.2%)
208 (83.2%)
214 (85.3%)
Both
Note: The table contains data on experimental (row = Both) and observational (rows = Toxic only and Nontoxic
only) subsets.
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Table D8 Survey Acceptance Period, Numbers of Potential Participants, and Total Survey Withdrawals by Country and Sex
Survey Acceptance Period, Numbers of Potential Participants, and Total Survey Withdrawals by Country and Sex
Potential
Total
Group
Time period
respondents
Time-outs
Returned
withdrawals
U.S.A.
Males
06/24 to 07/07/2021
749
3
10
13
Females
06/24 to 07/19/2021
699
3
10
13
U.K.
Pilot: Males
06/20/2021
1,134
1
2
3
Pilot: Females
06/19/2021
2,498
2
0
2
Males
06/24 to 06/25/2021
1,030
1
0
1
Females
06/24 to 06/25/2021
2,365
1
3
4
Note. Time period = the time the survey was opened for the group before meeting the quota; Potential
respondents = those meeting the screening qualification (e.g., residency, employed by another) who have been
active on Prolific within the preceding 90 days; Time-outs = those who left Prolific to start the survey but never
returned to Prolific with a completion code; Returned = withdrew from the study at some point for reasons other
than timing out; Total withdraws = the sum of time-outs and returned surveys.

Table D9 Descriptive Statistics for Scale Items for the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Descriptive Statistics for Scale Items for the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Skewness
Item
Mean
SD
Value
Std. Error
zskeweness
SP-1
3.94
2.22
0.06
0.12
0.48
SP-2
3.46
2.06
0.30
0.12
2.52
SP-3
3.76
2.19
0.16
0.12
1.29
AS-4
4.00
1.98
-0.13
0.12
-1.05
AS-5
3.27
2.19
0.37
0.12
3.10
AS-6
3.63
2.02
0.20
0.12
1.63
U-7
4.04
2.18
0.00
0.12
0.04
U-8
3.28
2.10
0.37
0.12
3.06
U-9
4.19
1.94
-0.23
0.12
-1.93
N-10
4.22
2.16
-0.13
0.12
-1.07
N-11
4.57
1.97
-0.37
0.12
-3.04
N-12
4.63
1.77
-0.39
0.12
-3.23
AL-13
4.27
1.91
-0.20
0.12
-1.70
AL-14
3.54
1.98
0.27
0.12
2.22
AL-15
4.13
1.86
-0.11
0.12
-0.92
MI-1
3.85
2.23
0.13
0.12
1.08
MI-2
3.09
1.83
0.59
0.12
4.87
MI-3
3.60
2.08
0.23
0.12
1.94
SL7-1
4.83
1.59
-0.67
0.12
-5.59
SL7-2
3.61
2.02
0.09
0.12
0.71
SL7-3
3.66
2.20
0.10
0.12
0.81
SL7-4
3.76
1.91
0.02
0.12
0.14
SL7-5
3.40
1.94
0.19
0.12
1.60
SL7-6
4.36
1.96
-0.33
0.12
-2.74
SL7-7
4.44
1.99
-0.30
0.12
-2.49
WGC-1
5.26
1.38
-1.03
0.12
-8.53
WGC-2
5.52
1.33
-1.22
0.12
-10.12

Value
-1.50
-1.31
-1.48
-1.36
-1.45
-1.37
-1.55
-1.36
-1.31
-1.48
-1.14
-0.81
-1.26
-1.28
-1.25
-1.52
-0.91
-1.43
-0.46
-1.46
-1.53
-1.26
-1.27
-1.29
-1.21
0.73
1.38

Kurtosis
Std. Error
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24

zkurtosis
-6.24
-5.45
-6.16
-5.63
-6.04
-5.68
-6.44
-5.65
-5.43
-6.15
-4.75
-3.35
-5.23
-5.33
-5.17
-6.31
-3.79
-5.93
-1.92
-6.08
-6.35
-5.25
-5.26
-5.36
-5.04
3.03
5.74
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WGC-3
5.38
1.33
-1.15
0.12
-9.58
1.41
0.24
WGC-4
5.20
1.44
-1.01
0.12
-8.39
0.56
0.24
OCS-1
4.63
1.73
-0.41
0.12
-3.43
-0.95
0.24
OCS-2
4.92
1.66
-0.79
0.12
-6.56
-0.21
0.24
OCS-3
4.51
1.59
-0.40
0.12
-3.29
-0.66
0.24
OCS-4
4.56
1.70
-0.45
0.12
-3.70
-0.79
0.24
OCS-5
4.43
1.82
-0.32
0.12
-2.69
-1.05
0.24
OCS-6
5.07
1.57
-0.90
0.12
-7.47
0.07
0.24
OCS-7
4.54
1.78
-0.40
0.12
-3.31
-0.91
0.24
LMX7-1
3.51
1.16
-0.43
0.12
-3.61
-0.69
0.24
LMX7-2
3.17
1.31
-0.06
0.12
-0.52
-1.24
0.24
LMX7-3
3.15
1.35
-0.17
0.12
-1.42
-1.21
0.24
LMX7-4
3.21
1.27
-0.07
0.12
-0.58
-1.12
0.24
LMX7-5
2.65
1.29
0.24
0.12
2.01
-1.05
0.24
LMX7-6
3.08
1.41
-0.16
0.12
-1.35
-1.32
0.24
LMX7-7
3.25
1.27
-0.16
0.12
-1.30
-1.08
0.24
GSE-1
4.65
1.38
-0.42
0.12
-3.47
-0.14
0.24
GSE-2
5.17
1.38
-0.92
0.12
-7.68
0.36
0.24
GSE-3
5.40
1.34
-1.25
0.12
-10.42
1.46
0.24
GSE-4
5.45
1.26
-1.36
0.12
-11.32
2.21
0.24
GSE-5
5.38
1.41
-1.23
0.12
-10.20
1.19
0.24
GSE-6
5.48
1.25
-1.44
0.12
-11.94
2.47
0.24
JS-1
4.57
1.92
-0.58
0.12
-4.85
-0.91
0.24
JS-2
4.29
1.98
-0.33
0.12
-2.76
-1.26
0.24
JS-3
4.31
1.96
-0.39
0.12
-3.28
-1.14
0.24
WE-1
5.11
1.57
-1.12
0.12
-9.30
0.65
0.24
WE-2
4.36
1.90
-0.39
0.12
-3.23
-1.07
0.24
WE-3
4.18
1.85
-0.32
0.12
-2.62
-1.02
0.24
Note. Statistics for zskewness and zkurtosis were calculated using the formulas in from Hair et al. (2020, p. 95).

Table D10
Table D10 Multivariate Kurtosis Estimates for all Scales (U.S.A. Experimental Cases)
Multivariate Kurtosis Estimates for all Scales (U.S.A. Experimental Cases)
Scale
Kurtosis a
C.R.
WGC
17.98
26.41
GSE
25.55
26.53
JS-WE
24.88
25.83
TLS-15 b
72.26
32.55
TLS-18 b
100.86
38.24
SL-7
22.94
20.79
LMX-7
12.45
11.28
OCS
26.65
24.15
Note. Kurtosis is the multivariate kurtosis reported by AMOS (v. 23) and C.R.
is the critical ratio (z-score) reported. Critical ratios greater than 2.58 are
significant at the .01 level.
a
Commonly known as Mardia’s coefficient (Mardia, 1970).
b
Single factor model.

5.87
2.32
-3.95
-0.87
-2.73
-3.30
-4.35
0.27
-3.76
-2.88
-5.14
-5.04
-4.63
-4.36
-5.48
-4.48
-0.60
1.50
6.06
9.17
4.94
10.26
-3.80
-5.23
-4.75
2.70
-4.46
-4.23
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Table D11 Correlation Matrix of TLS Dimensions for the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Correlation Matrix of TLS Dimensions for the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Dimension
1
2
3
4
5
6
1 Self-promotion
1.00
2 Abusive Supervision
.89
1.00
3 Unpredictability
.86
.90
1.00
4 Narcissism
.87
.85
.84
1.00
5 Authoritarian Leadership
.82
.83
.81
.79
1.00
6 Managerial Incompetence
.86
.82
.80
.77
.82
1.00
Note. Each dimension was formed by summing the three items associated with each dimension (e.g., Self-promotion
was calculated as Self-promotion = SP1 + SP2 + SP3).

Table D12 Correlations among Schmidt (2014) TLS and Singh (2019) Managerial Incompetence Items for the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Correlations among Schmidt (2014) TLS and Singh (2019) Managerial Incompetence Items for the 414 U.S.A.
Experimental Cases
SP1 SP2 SP3 AS4 AS5 AS6 U7 U8 U9 N10 N11 N12 AL13 AL14 AL15 MI1 MI2 MI3
SP1
SP2
SP3
AS4
AS5
AS6
U7
U8
U9
N10
N11
N12
AL13
AL14
AL15
MI1
MI2
MI3

1.00
.80
.80
.68
.74
.75
.76
.75
.65
.78
.75
.66
.65
.74
.62
.68
.65
.73

1.00
.80
.69
.73
.77
.75
.76
.66
.78
.71
.66
.59
.76
.58
.68
.67
.73

1.00
.72
.75
.80
.79
.77
.64
.82
.76
.70
.66
.78
.62
.71
.67
.79

1.00
.63
.70
.69
.66
.67
.71
.68
.59
.61
.68
.60
.64
.56
.64

1.00
.77
.79
.86
.63
.77
.67
.61
.62
.73
.59
.67
.57
.71

1.00
.80
.81
.68
.77
.75
.63
.66
.78
.62
.68
.62
.73

1.00
.81
.70
.80
.75
.67
.68
.72
.64
.69
.61
.72

1.00
.68
.77
.72
.62
.64
.76
.61
.65
.63
.71

1.00
.68
.66
.55
.59
.64
.55
.60
.54
.60

1.00
.77
.74
.66
.73
.64
.72
.59
.72

1.00
.71
.65
.69
.59
.64
.54
.66

1.00
.56 1.00
.61 .68
.53 .64
.57 .70
.45 .48
.58 .63

1.00
.66
.71
.62
.77

1.00
.67 1.00
.45 .53 1.00
.60 .70 .75 1.00

Note. SP = Self-Promotion; AS = Abusive Supervision; U = Unpredictability; N = Narcissism; AL = Abusive
Leadership; MI = Managerial Incompetence. The first 15 items (SP1–AL15) are from Schmidt’s (2014) TLS, and
the remaining three items are from Singh’s (2019) TLS. Means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis
estimates appear in Table D9.
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Table D13 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15 and MI
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15 and MI
B
SE
Wald
TLS-15
0.210
0.035
35.738
MI
0.273
0.095
8.247
Constant
-15.571
2.211
49.596
Note. N = 412. Cases were from the U.S.A. experimental sample.

df
1
1
1

Sig.
<.001
.004
<.001

Exp(B)
1.234
1.313
0.000

95% CI for EXP(B)
LL
UL
1.512
1.321
1.090
1.582

Table D14 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15 and MI
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15 and MI
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI [Exp(B)]
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
TLS-15
0.210
0.017
0.052
<.001
0.153 [1.165]
0.462 [1.587]
MI
0.273
0.017
0.095
<.001
0.080 [1.083]
0.523 [1.687]
Constant
-15.571
-1.206
3.223
<.001
-20.148
-13.761
Note. N = 412. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 bias corrected and accelerated bootstrap samples.

Table D15
Table D15 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follwer Sex
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follower Sex

Follower Sex
LMX-7
OCS
WGC
TLS-15
MI
Constant
Note. N = 412.

B
0.071
-0.278
-0.094
0.055
0.183
0.208
-5.599

SE
0.780
0.088
0.066
0.120
0.039
0.109
3.553

Wald
0.008
10.034
2.042
0.212
21.986
3.616
2.483

df
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Sig.
.927
.002
.153
.645
<.001
.057
.115

Exp(B)
1.074
0.757
0.911
1.057
1.201
1.231
0.004

95% CI for EXP(B)
LL
UL
0.233
4.952
0.637
0.899
0.801
1.035
0.835
1.338
1.112
1.296
0.994
1.526

Table D16 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follwer Sex
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follower Sex
Bootstrap
95% CI [Exp(B)]
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
Follower Sex
0.071
0.165
2.085
0.922
-2.138 [.118] 3.103 [22.265]
LMX-7
-0.278
-0.057
0.222
<.001
-0.836 [.443] -0.096 [.908]
OCS
-0.094
-0.029
0.130
0.137
-0.390 [.677] 0.036 [1.037]
WGC
0.055
-0.012
0.221
0.575
-0.280 [.756] 0.387 1.473]
TLS-15
0.183
0.062
0.204
<.001
0.135 [1.145] 0.582 [1.790]
MI
0.208
0.053
0.192
0.029
-0.007 [.993] 0.703 [2.020]
Constant
-5.599
-2.16
8.944
0.041
-23.448
0.465
Note. N = 412. Bootstrap results are based on 1,009 bootstrap samples (percentile method). Though not reported
elsewhere, using SPSS’s Generalized Linearized Model with robust (ML) estimates produced very similar
p-values: for the TLS-15 and MI, they were p < .001 and p = .034, respectively.
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Table D17 Bootstrap Results: Multiple Linear Regression of Leader Type on TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follower Sex
Bootstrap Results: MLR of Leader Type on TLS-15, MI, LMX7, OCS, WGC, and Follower Sex
Bootstrap
95% CI [Exp(B)]
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
Lower
Upper
Follower Sex
-0.004
0.000
0.021
.836
-0.045
0.040
LMX-7
-0.013
0.000
0.003
<.001
-0.020
-0.006
OCS
0.000
0.000
0.001
.770
-0.003
0.002
WGC
0.002
0.000
0.003
.434
-0.003
0.007
TLS-15
0.011
0.000
0.001
<.001
0.008
0.013
MI
0.016
0.000
0.005
<.001
0.007
0.025
Constant
-0.052
-0.002
0.130
.692
-0.292
0.193
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412. Whereas the coefficients are
proportional in discriminant analysis and multiple linear regression, only the regression results are reported.

Table D18 TLS-15 Items with Highest Regression Weights in Present and Former Studies
TLS-15 Items with Highest Factor Loadings in the Present and Former Studies
Study
SP1–3
AS4–6
U7–9
N10–12
AL13–15
Schmidt (2008)
SP3
AS5
U7
N11
AL14
Schmidt (2014)
SP2/SP3 a
AS5
U8
N11
AL14
R. M. Bell (2020)
SP3
AS5
U7
N11
AL14
Present study
SP3
AS6
U7
N10
AL14
Note. SP = Self-Promotion; AS = Abusive Supervision; U = Unpredictability; N = Narcissism; AL = Abusive
Leadership.
a
SP2 and SP3 were a tie with the same factor loading.

Table D19 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-5
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-5
B
SE
Wald
df
TLS-5
0.667
0.085
61.323
1
Constant
-13.537
1.770
58.526
1
Note: The TLS-5 consists of the following items: SP3, AS4, U7, N11, and AL14. N = 412.

Sig.
<.001
<.001

Exp(B)
1.947
0.000

Table D20
Table D20 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-5
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-5
Bootstrap
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
TLS-5
0.667
0.032
0.104
<.001
Constant
-13.537
-0.668
2.241
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
0.525
1.049
-18.049
-11.346
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Table D21 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-6
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-6
B
SE
Wald
df
Sig.
TLS-6
0.548
0.069
63.692
1
<.001
Constant
-13.311
1.717
60.068
1
<.001
Note: The TLS-6 consisted of the following items: SP3, AS4, U7, N11, AL14, and MI1. N = 412.

Exp(B)
1.730
0.000

Table D22 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-6
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-6
Bootstrap

B
Bias
SE
Sig.
TLS-6
0.548
0.020
0.072
<.001
Constant
-13.311
-0.501
1.807
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
0.444
0.804
-16.857
-11.458

Table D23 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15
B
TLS-15
0.255
Constant
-15.380
Note. N = 412.

SE
0.035
2.172

Wald
52.811
50.138

df
1
1

Sig.
<.001
<.001

Exp(B)
1.291
0.000

Table D24 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-15
Bootstrap
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
TLS-15
0.255
.015
.049
<.001
Constant
-15.380
-.949
3.028
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
Lower
Upper
0.199
0.450
-21.399
-12.833

Table D25
Table D25 Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-18
Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-18
B
TLS-18
0.221
Constant
-15.707
Note. N = 412.

SE
0.031
2.225

Wald
52.407
49.814

df
1
1

Sig.
<.001
<.001

Exp(B)
1.247
0.000

292

Table D26 Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-18
Bootstrap Results: Logistic Regression of Leader Type on the TLS-18
Bootstrap
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
TLS-18
0.221
0.014
0.038
<.001
Constant
-15.707
-.970
2.714
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
0.174
0.392
-20.676
-13.575

Table D27 Correlations [95% BCa CI] Between the SL-7 and Measures of the TLS
Correlations [95% BCa CI] Between the SL-7 and Measures of the TLS
N
TLS-15
TLS-18
TLS-5
TLS-6
Overall
412
-.87 [-.84, -.90]
-.87 [-.84, -.90]
-.86 [-.84, -.89]
-.86 [-.83, -.89]
Males
199
-.86 [-.82, -.89]
-.86 [-.82, -.90]
-.84 [-.80, -.88]
-.85 [-.80, -.88]
Females 213
-.88 [-.84, -.91]
-.88 [-.84, -.91]
-.88 [-.85, -.91]
-.87 [-.83, -.91]
Toxic
204
-.49 [-.37, -.59]
-.48 [-.35, -.59]
-.46 [-.34, -.57]
-.45 [-.33, -.57]
Males
98
-.43 [-.25, -.59]
-.44 [-.27, -.60]
-.36 [-.18, -.52]
-.38 [-.20, -.54]
Females 106
-.53 [-.38, -.66]
-.50 [-.35, -.63]
-.55 [-.39, -.69]
-.50 [-.34, -.66]
Non-toxic 208
-.42 [-.28, -.55]
-.43 [-.30, -.56]
-.43 [-.29, -.55]
-.39 [-.25, -.52]
Males
101
-.43 [-.28, -.57]
-.44 [-.30, -.58]
-.44 [-.28, -.58]
-.42 [-.27, -.57]
Females 107
-.40 [-.17, -.63]
-.42 [-.18, -.64]
-.42 [-.20, -.63]
-.36 [-.12, -.59]
Note. Confidence intervals were computed using 5,000 BCa bootstrap samples. All correlations are significant at
the .001 level (2-tailed). Sample consisted of 412 (of the 414) U.S.A. experimental cases.

Table D28 Bootstrap Results: Independent Samples t-tests of the TLS and SL-7 Scales
Bootstrap Results: Independent Samples t-tests of the TLS and SL-7 Scales
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Scale

Variance Assumption

̅
𝐷

Bias

SE

Sig.

LL

UL

TLS-15
Equal variances assumed
-46.32
0.03
1.13
<.001
-48.48
-44.08
TLS-18
Equal variances assumed
-55.33
0.03
1.29
<.001
-57.84
-52.67
TLS-5
Equal variances assumed
-16.13
0.01
0.41
<.001
-16.93
-15.32
TLS-6
Equal variances assumed
-19.45
0.01
0.47
<.001
-20.38
-18.51
SL-7
Equal variances assumed
19.17
-0.01
0.57
<.001
18.10
20.21
̅ = Mean difference. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 BCa bootstrap samples. Results were identical
Note. 𝐷
when equal variances were not assumed. Levene’s Test for equality of variances was not significant for any
variables (i.e., p > .05). N = 412. Whereas the results of both standard and bootstrapped approaches were almost
identical, only the bootstrap results are reported here.
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Table D29 Linear Regression of JS on the TLS-15
Linear Regression of JS on the TLS-15
Unstandardized
Standardized
Coefficients
Coefficients
Model
B
SE
β
1
(Constant) 21.180
0.548
TLS-15
-0.136
0.009
-.620
Note. R2 and the adjusted R2 were .38. N = 412.

t
38.682
-15.996

Sig.
<.001
<.001

95.0% CI for B
LL
UL
20.104
22.257
-0.153
-0.120

Table D30
Table D30 Bootstrap Results of Linear Regression of JS on TLS-15
Bootstrap Results: Linear Regression of JS on TLS-15
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
21.180
0.005
0.493
<.001
20.148
22.182
TLS-15
-0.136
0.000
0.008
<.001
-0.152
-0.120
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. A wild bootstrap produced almost identical
results. N = 412.

Table D31 MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
Change Statistics
Model
R
R2
Adjusted R2
SE
ΔR2
ΔF
df1
df2
1
.775a .601
.596
3.62
.601
122.34
5
406
2
.776b .602
.597
3.62
.001
1.37
1
405
a
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS
b
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15

Sig. ΔF
<.001
.243
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Table D32 Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and TLS-15
Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and TLS-15
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
(Constant)
-3.018
0.030
0.991
.003
1
Follower's Sex
-0.394
-0.013
0.366
.289
WGC
0.025
-0.001
0.050
.618
OCS
0.224
0.000
0.032
<.001
LMX-7
0.277
0.001
0.032
<.001
GSE
0.077
-0.001
0.033
.022
(Constant)
-0.976
0.073
2.371
.684
2
Follower's Sex
-0.404
-0.014
0.367
.280
WGC
0.020
-0.001
0.050
.682
OCS
0.224
0.000
0.032
<.001
LMX-7
0.230
0.000
0.057
.000
GSE
0.080
-0.001
0.033
.017
TLS-15
-0.017
0.000
0.018
.345
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
-5.015
-1.005
-1.123
0.284
-0.073
0.123
0.159
0.287
0.214
0.341
0.015
0.141
-5.892
3.919
-1.136
0.275
-0.078
0.116
0.159
0.288
0.121
0.340
0.018
0.144
-0.051
0.017

Table D33 Bootstrap for Coefficients for Linear Regression of WE on TLS-15
Bootstrap Coefficients for Linear Regression of WE on TLS-15
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
1
(Constant)
19.696
-0.005
0.457
<.001
TLS-15
-0.103
0.000
0.008
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
18.726
20.559
-0.119
-0.088

Table D34 MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
Change Statistics
ΔF
df1
df2
98.871
5
406
.314
1
405

Model
R
R
Adjusted R
SE
ΔR
1
.741
.549
.544
3.171
.549
2
.741
.549
.543
3.174
.000
a
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS
b
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
2

2

2

Sig. ΔF
<.001
.576
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Table D35

Table D35 Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, TLS-15
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
(Constant)
-0.274
0.030
0.914
.773
1
Follower's Sex
-0.514
-0.011
0.320
.115
WGC
0.012
-0.001
0.050
.822
OCS
0.140
0.001
0.028
<.001
LMX-7
0.206
0.000
0.030
<.001
GSE
0.153
-0.001
0.030
<.001
(Constant)
0.583
0.008
1.803
.752
2
Follower's Sex
-0.518
-0.011
0.319
.112
WGC
0.010
-0.001
0.051
.851
OCS
0.140
0.001
0.028
<.001
LMX-7
0.187
0.000
0.047
<.001
GSE
0.154
-0.001
0.030
<.001
TLS-15
-0.007
0.000
0.013
.598
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
-2.056
1.574
-1.134
0.073
-0.083
0.108
0.086
0.199
0.149
0.266
0.096
0.208
-2.961
4.107
-1.137
0.069
-0.086
0.105
0.086
0.199
0.094
0.278
0.097
0.209
-0.033
0.019

Table D36 Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on TLS-15, GSE, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on TLS-15, GSE, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
13.218
-0.006
0.233
<.001
12.762
13.658
TLS-15c
-0.117
0.000
0.009
<.001
-0.136
-0.098
GSEc
0.209
0.001
0.038
<.001
0.132
0.287
TLS-15cxGSEc
0.001
0.000
0.001
.404
-0.001
0.003
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. TLS-15cxGSEc = interaction between centered
TLS-15 and GSE variables. R2 and the adjusted R2 were both .45. To avoid redundancy, the very similar raw
estimates are not shown. N = 412.

Table D37 Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on TLS-15, GSE, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on TLS-15, GSE, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
13.689
0.000
0.194
<.001
13.308
14.076
TLS-15c
-0.081
0.000
0.008
<.001
-0.097
-0.064
GSEc
0.240
-0.001
0.034
<.001
0.175
0.306
TLS-15cxGSEc
0.001
0.000
0.001
.403
-0.001
0.003
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. TLS-15cxGSEc = interaction between centered
TLS-15 and GSE variables. R2 and the adjusted R2 were .45 and .44, respectively. To avoid redundancy, the very
similar raw estimates are not shown. N = 412.

296

Table D38 Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on TLS-15, GSE, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on TLS-15, GSE, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
13.510
0.009
0.255
<.001
13.020
14.028
TLS-15c
-0.017
0.000
0.018
.349
-0.050
0.016
GSEc
0.051
-0.002
0.034
.133
-0.011
0.110
TLScxGSEc
0.002
0.000
0.001
.025
0.000
0.004
WGCc
0.017
0.000
0.051
.735
-0.081
0.115
OCSc
0.227
0.001
0.032
<.001
0.162
0.294
LMX7c
0.240
0.000
0.058
<.001
0.126
0.351
Follower's Sex
-0.405
-0.001
0.361
.269
-1.110
0.307
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. TLS-15 and GSE were centered (as were WGC,
OCS, and LMX-7) prior to creating the interaction term TLS-15cxGSEc = interaction between TLS-15 and GSE.
A centered variable is indicated by the lowercase “c” appended to its name/abbreviation. R2 and the adjusted R2
were .61 and .60, respectively. N = 412.

Table D39 Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on TLS-15, GSE, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on TLS-15, GSE, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and TLS-15 x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
14.016
0.015
0.232
<.001
13.542
14.521
TLS-15c
-0.007
0.000
0.013
.584
-0.033
0.020
GSEc
0.130
-0.003
0.032
<.001
0.072
0.183
TLScxGSEc
0.002
0.000
0.001
.044
0.000
0.004
WGCc
0.007
0.001
0.050
.890
-0.096
0.110
OCSc
0.142
0.001
0.028
<.001
0.089
0.199
LMX7c
0.195
0.001
0.047
<.001
0.105
0.294
Follower's Sex
-0.519
-0.013
0.321
.111
-1.122
0.062
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. TLS-15 and GSE were centered (as were WGC,
OCS, and LMX-7) prior to creating the interaction term TLS-15cxGSEc = interaction between TLS-15 and GSE.
A centered variable is indicated by the lowercase “c” appended to its name/abbreviation. R2 and the adjusted R2
were both .55. N = 412.
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Table D40

Table D40 Bootstrap Results: MLR of the TLS-15 on Sex, Leader Type, and Sex by Leader Type
Bootstrap Results: MLR of the TLS-15 on Sex, Leader Type, and Sex by Leader Type
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
36.554
0.008
1.224
<.001
34.105
39.336
Sex x Leader Type
3.317
0.064
2.328
.146
-1.545
8.443
Leader Type
44.609
-0.032
1.615
<.001
41.316
47.712
Follower Sex
-1.424
-0.076
1.740
.412
-4.634
1.659
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. Leader type and Sex were dummy coded. Toxic
and nontoxic were coded 1 and 0, respectively; and female and male were coded 1 and 0, respectively. Sex x
Leader Type was the hypothesized interaction of Sex and (Perceived) Leader Type. Levene’s test of equality of
error variances was not significant. R2 and the adjusted R2 were .81 and .80, respectively. N = 412.

Table D41 Bootstrap Results: MLR of the TLS-15 on Sex, Leader Type, Sex by Leader Type, WGC, OCS, LMX 7, and GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of the TLS-15 on Sex, Leader Type, Sex by Leader Type, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
45.464
0.035
1.337
<.001
42.878
48.097
Sex x Leader Type
1.261
0.003
1.987
.537
-2.647
4.936
Leader Type
27.024
-0.090
2.210
<.001
22.574
31.122
Follower Sex
-0.792
0.009
1.367
.584
-3.462
1.876
WGCc
-0.204
-0.003
0.142
.152
-0.477
0.069
OCSc
0.010
0.004
0.086
.917
-0.154
0.184
LMX-7c
-1.331
-0.006
0.130
<.001
-1.571
-1.094
GSEc
0.112
-0.001
0.102
.268
-0.088
0.300
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. Leader type and Sex were dummy coded. Toxic
and nontoxic were coded 1 and 0, respectively; and female and male were coded 1 and 0, respectively. Sex x
Leader Type was the hypothesized interaction. Continuous variables, except for the DV (TLS-15) were centered.
(Levene’s test of equality of error variances were not significant.) R2 and the adjusted R2 were .86 and .85,
respectively. N = 412.

Table D42 Linear Regression of JS on SL-7
Linear Regression of JS on SL-7
Unstandardized
Standardized
Coefficients
Coefficients
Model
B
SE
β
1
(Constant) 3.811
0.571
SL-7
0.334
0.019
.657
Note. R2 and the adjusted R2 were .43. N = 412.

95.0% CI for B
t
6.674
17.637

Sig.
<.001
<.001

LL
2.688
0.296

UL
4.933
0.371

298

Table D43 Bootstrap Results: Linear Regression of JS on SL-7
Bootstrap Results: Linear Regression of JS on SL-7
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
1
(Constant)
3.811
-0.004
0.613
<.001
SL-7
0.334
0.001
0.019
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
2.611
5.015
0.298
0.369

Table D44 MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7: R2 Change
MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7: R2 Change
Change Statistics
Model
R
R2
Adjusted R2
SE
ΔR2
ΔF
df1
df2
1
.775a .601
.596
3.619
.601
122.342
5
406
2
.780b .608
.602
3.593
.007
6.881
1
405
a
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS
b
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, SL-7

Sig. ΔF
<.001
.009

Table D45
Table D45 Bootstrapped Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7
Bootstrapped Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
(Constant)
-3.018
-0.008
0.972
.003
1
Follower's Sex
-0.394
-0.003
0.360
.277
WGC
0.025
0.001
0.049
.609
OCS
0.224
0.000
0.032
<.001
LMX-7
0.277
0.001
0.032
<.001
GSE
0.077
0.000
0.033
.024
(Constant)
-3.119
-0.005
0.969
.002
2
Follower's Sex
-0.390
-0.005
0.360
.283
WGC
0.022
0.001
0.049
.658
OCS
0.218
0.000
0.032
<.001
LMX-7
0.170
0.000
0.052
.001
GSE
0.082
0.000
0.033
.014
SL-7
0.090
0.001
0.039
.022
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
-4.923
-1.137
-1.091
0.301
-0.070
0.121
0.163
0.284
0.213
0.344
0.010
0.140
-5.034
-1.231
-1.088
0.301
-0.073
0.119
0.156
0.281
0.071
0.274
0.015
0.145
0.013
0.171
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Table D46 Linear Regression of WE on SL-7
Linear Regression of WE on SL-7
Unstandardized
Standardized
Coefficients
Coefficients
Model
B
SE
β
1
(Constant) 6.553
0.498
SL-7
0.253
0.016
.603
Note. R2 and the adjusted R2 were .36. N = 412.

t
13.164
15.316

Sig.
<.001
<.001

95.0% CI for B
LL
UL
5.575
7.532
0.220
0.285

Table D47 Bootstrap Results: Linear Regression of WE on SL-7
Bootstrap Results: Linear Regression of WE on SL-7
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
1
(Constant)
6.553
-0.004
0.566
<.001
SL-7
0.253
0.000
0.017
<.001
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
5.468
7.631
0.218
0.288

Table D48 MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, SL-7: R2 Change
MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, SL-7: R2 Change
Change Statistics
Model
R
R2
Adjusted R2
SE
ΔR2
ΔF
df1
df2
1
.741a .549
.544
3.171
.549
98.871
5
406
2
.743b .552
.546
3.163
.003
3.089
1
405
a
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS
b
Predictors: (Constant), GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, SL-7

Sig. ΔF
<.001
.080

Table D49 Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7
Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL-7
Bootstrap
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
(Constant)
-0.274
0.035
0.895
.752
1
Follower's Sex
-0.514
-0.009
0.322
.113
WGC
0.012
0.000
0.050
.816
OCS
0.140
0.000
0.027
<.001
LMX-7
0.206
0.001
0.030
<.001
GSE
0.153
-0.002
0.030
<.001
(Constant)
-0.334
0.038
0.898
.701
2
Follower's Sex
-0.512
-0.010
0.322
.116
WGC
0.010
0.000
0.050
.846
OCS
0.136
0.001
0.028
<.001
LMX-7
0.143
0.001
0.046
.002
GSE
0.156
-0.002
0.030
<.001
SL-7
0.053
0.000
0.031
.094
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412.
Table D50

BCa 95% CI
LL
UL
-2.085
1.566
-1.167
0.095
-0.085
0.108
0.085
0.194
0.149
0.266
0.096
0.205
-2.150
1.525
-1.161
0.091
-0.088
0.106
0.081
0.193
0.053
0.236
0.099
0.208
-0.007
0.115
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Table D50 Bootstrap Results: MLR of SL-7 on Sex, Leader Type, and Sex by Leader Type
Bootstrap Results: MLR of SL-7 on Sex, Leader Type, and Sex by Leader Type
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
37.386
-0.003
0.545
<.001
36.276
38.530
Sex x Leader Type
-1.563
0.026
1.117
.170
-3.904
0.735
Leader Type
-18.356
0.013
0.830
<.001
-19.818
-16.805
Follower Sex
0.277
-0.024
0.737
.687
-1.172
1.620
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. Leader type and Sex were dummy coded. Toxic
and nontoxic were coded 1 and 0, respectively; and female and male were coded 1 and 0, respectively. Sex x
Leader Type = the hypothesized interaction. R2 and the adjusted R2 were both .73. N = 412.

Table D51 Bootstrap Results: MLR of SL-7 on Sex, Leader Type, Sex by Leader Type, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and GSE
Bootstrap Results: MLR of SL-7 on Sex, Leader Type, Sex by Leader Type, WGC, OCS, LMX-7, and GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
Bias
SE
Sig. (2-tailed)
LL
UL
1
(Constant)
32.151
-0.004
0.609
<.001
30.960
33.369
Sex x Leader Type
-0.282
0.002
0.961
.759
-2.079
1.618
Leader Type
-8.135
0.009
1.115
<.001
-10.266
-5.996
Follower Sex
-0.023
-0.007
0.616
.971
-1.281
1.155
WGCc
0.011
0.002
0.066
.869
-0.118
0.145
OCSc
0.059
0.000
0.037
.111
-0.009
0.129
LMX-7c
0.753
0.001
0.062
<.001
0.638
0.875
GSEc
-0.036
-0.001
0.041
.373
-0.113
0.037
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples. Leader type and Sex were dummy coded. Toxic
and nontoxic were coded 1 and 0, respectively; and female and male were coded 1 and 0, respectively. Sex x
Leader Type = the hypothesized interaction. Continuous variables, except for the DV (SL-7) were centered. R2 and
the adjusted R2 were .83 and .82, respectively. N = 412.
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Table D52 Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL7-TLS
Bootstrap Results: MLR of JS on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL7-TLS
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
β
Bias
SE
Sig.
Lower
Upper
(Constant)
-1.006
0.000
0.323
.002
-1.623
-0.376
1
Follower's Sex
-0.131 -0.035
0.000
0.120
.287
-0.363
0.108
WGC
0.034 0.023
-0.001
0.066
.626
-0.093
0.162
OCS
0.523 0.393
0.001
0.075
<.001
0.369
0.672
LMX-7
0.646 0.398
0.001
0.076
<.001
0.503
0.797
GSE
0.154 0.094
-0.001
0.066
.021
0.021
0.279
(Constant)
-0.220
-0.005
0.559
.703
-1.286
0.803
2
Follower's Sex
-0.135 -0.035
-0.001
0.120
.274
-0.365
0.103
WGC
0.024 0.016
-0.001
0.066
.722
-0.103
0.151
OCS
0.517 0.389
0.002
0.076
<.001
0.365
0.667
LMX-7
0.399 0.246
0.003
0.149
.007
0.106
0.701
GSE
0.167 0.102
-0.001
0.066
.014
0.035
0.289
SL7-TLS
0.100 0.170
-0.001
0.055
.076
-0.009
0.208
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412. All continuous IVs were averaged.
The overall model was significant, that is, its slope differed from 0, F(6, 405) = 103.74, p < .001. R = .78; R2 = .61;
Adj. R2 = .60.

Table D53 Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL7-TLS
Bootstrap Results: MLR of WE on GSE, Follower's Sex, WGC, LMX-7, OCS, and SL7-TLS
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
β
Bias
SE
Sig.
Lower
Upper
(Constant)
0.328
0.000
0.445
.471
-0.526
1.190
1
Follower's Sex
-0.173
-0.055
-0.004
0.107
.113
-0.375
0.024
WGC
0.011
0.009
0.001
0.067
.875
-0.126
0.145
OCS
0.323
0.295
0.001
0.064
<.001
0.200
0.453
LMX-7
0.349
0.261
0.003
0.123
.007
0.101
0.602
GSE
0.312
0.232
-0.004
0.061
<.001
0.201
0.420
SL7-TLS
0.053
0.110
-0.001
0.043
.221
-0.032
0.137
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412. The overall model was significant F(6,
405) = 82.85, p < .001; however, as indicated by the bootstrapped significance levels, neither WGC nor SL7-TLS
was significant (p = .852 and p = .181, respectively). R = .74; R2 = .55; Adj. R2 = .54.
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Table D54 Classification Accuracy of the TLS Versions by Country, Sex, and Group (Experimental/Observational)
Classification Accuracy of the TLS Versions by Country, Sex, and Group (Experimental/Observational)
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Mean
Country
Sex
N
Experimental?
TLS
Accuracy Bias
SE
LL
UL
USA
M
49
No
TLS-18
1.000
.0000
.0000
TLS-15
.9796
-.0004 .0201
.9592
1.000
TLS-6
1.000
.0000
.0000
TLS-5
1.000
.0000
.0000
201 a
Yes
TLS-18
.9652
.0000
.0131
.9303
.9900
TLS-15
.9602
.0001
.0139
.9254
.9894
TLS-6
.9353
.0001
.0174
.8955
.9701
TLS-5
.9353
.0006
.0173
.9005
.9701
USA
F
37
No
TLS-18
1.000
.0000
.0000
TLS-15
1.000
.0000
.0000
TLS-6
1.000
.0000
.0000
TLS-5
1.000
.0000
.0000
213 a
Yes
TLS-18
.9718
.0002
.0115
.9484
.9906
TLS-15
.9624
-.0002 .0134
.9390
.9812
TLS-6
.9624
-.0001 .0133
.9296
.9906
TLS-5
.9484
-.0001 .0148
.9108
.9765
UK
M
42
No
TLS-18
.9762
.0005
.0233
.8888
1.000
TLS-15
.9762
.0005
.0233
.8888
1.000
TLS-6
.9762
.0005
.0233
.8888
1.000
TLS-5
.9762
.0005
.0233
.8888
1.000
208
Yes
TLS-18
.9615
-.0005 .0135
.9231
.9856
TLS-15
.9471
-.0001 .0156
.9038
.9808
TLS-6
.9423
.0001
.0164
.9087
.9760
TLS-5
.9519
-.0002 .0151
.9183
.9808
UK
F
37
No
TLS-18
.9459
.0001
.0369
.8649
1.000
TLS-15
.9459
.0001
.0369
.8649
1.000
TLS-6
.9459
.0014
.0368
.8919
1.000
TLS-5
.9459
.0014
.0368
.8919
1.000
214
Yes
TLS-18
.9907
.0005
.0062
.9673
1.000
TLS-15
.9953
.0002
.0045
.9907
1.000
TLS-6
.9907
.0004
.0063
.9766
1.000
TLS-5
.9860
-.0002 .0080
.9720
1.000
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrap samples.
a
With the exception of two (male) cases that were removed during the development of the logistic regression
model (and which clearly would be misclassified), these cases were part of the training set.
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Table D55 Classification Accuracy (Proportions) on 500 U.S.A. and 501 U.K. Cases: Experimental vs Observational
Classification Accuracy (Proportions) on 500 U.S.A. and 501 U.K. Cases: Experimental vs Observational
USA
UK
95% BCa CI
95% BCa CI
Group
Variable
Accuracy
LL
UL
Accuracy
LL
UL
Experimental a b
SL7
94.4
92.0
96.6
93.8
91.7
95.7
LMX-7
92.8
90.3
94.9
93.6
91.2
95.7
SL7-TLS
97.3
95.7
98.7
98.3
97.2
99.3
TLS-18
96.9
94.7
98.6
97.6
96.2
98.8
TLS-15
96.1
94.0
98.1
97.2
95.7
98.3
TLS-6
94.9
92.8
96.9
96.7
94.6
98.3
TLS-5
94.2
91.8
96.4
96.9
95.3
98.3
Observational c
SL7
90.7
84.9
96.5
84.8
76.0
93.7
LMX-7
94.2
89.5
98.8
92.4
87.3
96.2
SL7-TLS
95.4
91.9
98.8
97.5
93.7
100.0
TLS-18
100.0
96.2
92.4
98.7
TLS-15
98.8
97.7
100.0
96.2
92.4
98.7
TLS-6
100.0
96.2
92.4
98.7
TLS-5
100.0
96.2
92.4
98.7
Note. CIs are based on 1,000 BCa bootstrapped samples. The USA observational and the UK experimental and
observational groups served as the validation samples.
a
The USA experimental group, minus two outlying cases (expected to be misclassified) that were added back
here to compute accuracy, served as the training sample, i.e., N = 412.
b
The USA experimental group contained 414 participants (210 nontoxic/204 toxic); the UK experimental group
contained 422 participants (210 nontoxic/212 toxic).
c
The USA observational group contained 86 participants (78 nontoxic/8 toxic); the UK observational group
contained 79 participants (73 nontoxic/6 toxic).
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Table D56 Correlations Among Main Variables, with all TLS and SL7-TLS Forms, for the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Correlations Among Main Variables, with all TLS and SL7-TLS Forms, for the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
1 LdType
2 Sex
0.01
3 SL-7
-.86** -.03
4 SL7-TLS -.91** -.02 .96**
5 SL7-TLS18 -.91** -.02 .97** 1.00**
6 SL7-TLS5 -.90** -.02 .96** .99** .99**
7 SL7-TLS6 -.91** -.01 .96** .99** .99** 1.00**
8 TLS-5
.89** .01 -.86** -.96** -.95** -.97** -.97**
9 TLS-6
.89** .00 -.86** -.95** -.95** -.96** -.97** .99**
10 TLS-15
.90** .01 -.87** -.97** -.97** -.96** -.96** .98** .98**
11 TLS-18
.90** .01 -.87** -.97** -.97** -.96** -.96** .98** .98** 1.00**
12 JS
-.59** -.10* .66** .66** .66** .65** .65** -.60** -.61** -.62** -.62**
13 WE
-.53** -.13** .60** .61** .61** .59** .59** -.55** -.55** -.57** -.57** .88**
14 GSE
-.34** -.15** .37** .37** .37** .36** .36** -.33** -.33** -.35** -.35** .45** .53**
15 LMX
-.85** -.03 .89** .91** .92** .91** .91** -.87** -.87** -.88** -.89** .68** .64** .43**
16 OCS
-.51** -.10 .56** .56** .57** .56** .56** -.53** -.52** -.53** -.54** .69** .62** .43** .59**
17 WGC
-.43** -.06 .45** .47** .48** .47** .47** -.45** -.45** -.46** -.47** .52** .48** .40** .48** .68**
Note. LdType = Perceived Leader Type; Sex = Sex of follower. The SL7-TLS is the composite of the averaged
scores of the SL-7 minus the averaged TLS-15 scores. Those with a number following “TLS” indicate what version
of the TLS was used to create the composite variable. The TLS-15 was the main measure of toxic leadership used in
this study; however, the similar correlations among the TLS variables, as well as the SL7-TLS variables, suggest
any would have functioned similarly whenever one could have been substituted for another.

Table D57 U.S.A. Experimental as Training: JS Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and OCS x GSE
U.S.A. Experimental as Training: JS Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and
OCS x GSE 9
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
SE
β
t
Sig.
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
Constant
2.662
1.084
2.455
.015
-0.032 1.278
.039
0.151
5.022
Follower Sex
-0.099
0.119
-0.026
-0.835
.404
-0.002 0.120
.413
-0.329
0.128
SL7-TLS
0.504
0.126
0.854
3.993
<.001
0.000
0.150
.001
0.202
0.793
GSE
-0.375
0.196
-0.230
-1.914
.056
0.003
0.227
.099
-0.810
0.070
OCS
-0.026
0.219
-0.020
-0.119
.905
0.009
0.249
.921
-0.499
0.489
LMX
0.408
0.129
0.251
3.171
.002
0.001
0.145
.005
0.133
0.694
SL7-TLS x GSE -0.075
0.022
-0.690
-3.401
.001
0.000
0.026
.003
-0.124 -0.024
GSE x OCS
0.106
0.040
0.603
2.627
.009
-0.001 0.047
.024
0.014
0.193
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. The overall model was significant, F(7, 404) =
92.92, p < .001. N = 412. R = .79; R2 = .62; Adjusted R2 = .61.

β weights in this study do not represent standardized coefficients when they are included in any regression analysis
that contains interaction terms because the variables were not standardized prior to forming the interaction terms.
9
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Table D58 U.S.A. Experimental as Training: WE Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and OCS x GSE
U.S.A. Experimental as Training: WE Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE,
and OCS x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
SE
β
t
Sig.
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
Constant
1.482
0.961
1.542
.124
-0.031 1.068
.174
-0.577
3.487
Follower Sex
-0.160
0.106
-0.051
-1.512
.131
-0.004 0.106
.137
-0.364
0.035
SL7-TLS
0.288
0.112
0.591
2.572
.010
0.001
0.131
.028
0.038
0.541
GSE
0.092
0.174
0.068
0.527
.598
0.003
0.204
.663
-0.319
0.493
OCS
0.132
0.194
0.121
0.682
.496
0.010
0.228
.583
-0.320
0.605
LMX
0.365
0.114
0.272
3.198
.001
0.004
0.120
.003
0.129
0.601
SL7-TLS x GSE -0.044
0.019
-0.490
-2.247
.025
0.000
0.024
.065
-0.090
0.002
GSE x OCS
0.038
0.036
0.260
1.055
.292
-0.002 0.042
.381
-0.041
0.114
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 412. R = .75; R2 = .56; Adjusted R2 = .55.
Removing the GSE by OCS interaction resulted in the SL7-TLS by GSE interaction becoming significant; however,
the same effect was not observed in the U.K. data, so details are not reported.

Table D59 U.K. Experimental as Training: JS Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and OCS x GSE
U.K. Experimental as Training: JS Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and
OCS x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
SE
β
t
Sig.
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
Constant
3.815
1.443
2.643
.009
0.020
1.559
.014
0.775
6.858
Follower Sex
0.158
0.113
0.047
1.397
.163
0.008
0.113
.169
-0.070
0.405
SL7-TLS
0.450
0.150
0.788
3.005
.003
-0.002 0.145
.003
0.168
0.729
GSE
-0.496
0.268
-0.251
-1.849
.065
-0.015 0.287
.087
-1.037
0.026
OCS
-0.423
0.294
-0.300
-1.441
.150
-0.004 0.309
.177
-1.001
0.162
LMX
0.487
0.126
0.319
3.857
<.001
0.008
0.136
.001
0.213
0.788
SL7-TLS x GSE -0.065
0.026
-0.620
-2.497
.013
0.000
0.025
.011
-0.115 -0.015
GSE x OCS
0.154
0.056
0.774
2.747
.006
0.002
0.058
.007
0.039
0.269
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 422. R = .74; R2 = .54; Adjusted R2 = .53.

Table D60
Table D60 U.K. Experimental as Training: WE Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and OCS x GSE
U.K. Experimental as Training: WE Regressed on Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, LMX-7, OCS, SL7-TLS x GSE, and
OCS x GSE
Bootstrap
BCa 95% CI
Model
B
SE
β
t
Sig.
Bias
SE
Sig.
LL
UL
Constant
3.209
1.233
2.602
.010
0.014
1.416
.022
0.452
5.954
Follower Sex
0.000
0.097
0.000
-0.001
.999
0.007
0.097 >.999 -0.204
0.211
SL7-TLS
0.311
0.128
0.668
2.432
.015
-0.003 0.132
.018
0.059
0.561
GSE
-0.223
0.229
-0.139
-0.975
.330
-0.010 0.268
.420
-0.741
0.281
OCS
-0.304
0.251
-0.263
-1.210
.227
-0.005 0.282
.290
-0.848
0.239
LMX
0.505
0.108
0.406
4.689
<.001
0.006
0.118 <.001
0.275
0.746
SL7-TLS x GSE -0.054
0.022
-0.625
-2.403
.017
0.000
0.023
.020
-0.101 -0.008
GSE x OCS
0.107
0.048
0.662
2.242
.026
0.002
0.054
.046
0.001
0.215
Note. Bootstrap results are based on 5,000 wild bootstrap samples. N = 422. R = .71; R2 = .50; Adjusted R2 = .49.
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Table D61 Training and Validation Results of JS Regressed on JS Predicted Values with and without Interactions
Training and Validation Results of JS Regressed on JS Predicted Values with and without Interactions
Adj.
Sig.
Dataset
Model Group
N
R
R2
R2
SE
ΔR2 ΔF
df1
df2 ΔF a pboot b
USA Experimental Cases as Training Set
USA datasets
1
Exp.
412 .78
.61
.60 1.193 .606 629.78 1
410 <.001
2
.79
.62
.61 1.178 .011 11.92 1
409 .001 .005
1
Obs.
86
.81
.65
.65 0.853 .652 157.64 1
84 <.001
2
.82
.67
.67 0.832 .021 5.24
1
83 .025 .037
UK datasets
1
Exp.
422 .72
.51
.51 1.184 .514 443.97 1
420 <.001
2
.73
.53
.52 1.169 .013 11.76 1
419 .001 .002
1
Obs.
79
.67
.45
.44 0.869 .447 62.18 1
77 <.001
2
.68
.47
.45 0.859 .020 2.82
1
76 .097 .060
UK Experimental Cases as Training Set
USA datasets
USA datasets
1
Exp.
412 .77
.59
.59 1.218 .589 587.93 1
410 <.001
2
.78
.60
.60 1.201 .012 12.50 1
409 <.001 .004
1
Obs.
86
.80
.65
.64 0.859 .647 153.88 1
84 <.001
2
.81
.65
.65 0.856 .007 1.76
1
83 .188 .128
UK datasets
1
Exp.
422 .73
.53
.53 1.164 .531 474.93 1
420 <.001
2
.74
.54
.54 1.152 .011 9.62
1
419 .002 .002
1
Obs.
79
.68
.46
.46 0.856 .464 66.73 1
77 <.001
2
.70
.49
.47 0.844 .021 3.15
1
76 .080 .005
Note. Model: 1 = model without interaction terms; 2 = model with interaction terms; Variables in the Model 1
included Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, OCS, and LMX. Model 2 added the two interaction terms to Model 1:
SL7-TLS x GSE, and GSE x OCS. Exp./Obs. = Experimental or Observational (subgroup); and bold indicates
training set data. The observational subgroup data is provided for comparison; however, power was extremely low.
a
The F-change is based on both interaction terms entering together. Thus, it only indicates that together the two
interaction terms statistically significantly reduced the F statistic and increased R2.
b
Bootstrapped significance levels are based on 5,000 wild BCa bootstrapped samples.
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Table D62 Training and Validation Results of WE Regressed on WE Predicted Values with and without Interactions
Training and Validation Results of WE Regressed on WE Predicted Values with and without Interactions
Adj.
Sig.
Dataset
Model Group
N
R
R2
R2
SE
ΔR2 ΔF
df1
df2 ΔF a pboot b
USA Experimental Cases as Training Set
USA datasets
1
Exp.
412 .74
.55
.55 1.050 .551 503.18 1
410 <.001
2
.75
.56
.55 1.044 .006 5.50
1
409 .019 .048
1
Obs.
86
.79
.62
.62 0.783 .620 137.17 1
84 <.001
2
.80
.64
.63 0.768 .019 4.35
1
83 .040 .122
UK datasets
1
Exp.
422 .69
.48
.48 1.002 .477 382.83 1
420 <.001
2
.70
.49
.48 0.994 .010 8.00
1
419 .005 .006
1
Obs.
79
.72
.52
.51 0.758 .519 83.16 1
77 <.001
2
.72
.52
.51 0.763 .000 0.00
1
76 .978 .975
UK Experimental Cases as Training Set
USA datasets
1
Exp.
412 .74
.54
.54 1.061 .541 483.28 1
410 <.001
2
.74
.55
.54 1.057 .005 4.65
1
409 .032 .098
1
Obs.
86
.78
.62
.61 0.788 .615 134.32 1
84 <.001
2
.79
.63
.62 0.782 .010 2.20
1
83 .142 .157
UK datasets
1
Exp.
422 .70
.49
.49 0.992 .488 399.56 1
420 <.001
2
.71
.50
.49 0.984 .009 7.53
1
419 .006 .011
1
Obs.
79
.72
.52
.52 0.756 .522 84.09 1
77 <.001
2
.72
.52
.51 0.760 .001 0.17
1
76 .677 .622
Note. Model: 1 = model without interaction terms; 2 = model with interaction terms; Variables in the Model 1
included Follower Sex, SL7-TLS, GSE, OCS, and LMX. Model 2 added the two interaction terms to Model 1:
SL7-TLS x GSE, and GSE x OCS. Exp./Obs. = Experimental or Observational (subgroup); and bold indicates
training set data. The observational subgroup data is provided for comparison; however, power was extremely low.
a
The F-change is based on both interaction terms entering together. Thus, it only indicates that together the two
interaction terms statistically significantly reduced the F statistic and increased R2.
b
Bootstrapped significance levels are based on 5,000 wild BCa bootstrapped samples.
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Table D63 Fit Indices of CFAs for the TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, and OCS scales on the 587 Remaining Cases
Fit Indices of CFAs for the TLS, SL-7, LMX-7, and OCS scales on the 587 Remaining Cases
Scale

value

χ2
df

B-S
p

χ2 a

p

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

rxx b

TLS-5
Unadjusted
8.59
5
.126
5.86
.320
.998
.997
.035
.94
TLS-6
Unadjusted
34.70
9
.000
23.38
.005
.990
.984
.070
.94
Adjusted
.995
.991
.052
TLS-15 (single factor)
Unadjusted
346.15
90
.000
145.32
.000
.962
.956
.070
.97
Adjusted
.992
.990
.032
TLS-18 (single factor)
Unadjusted
644.42
135
.000
200.97
.000
.952
.946
.080
.97
Adjusted
.994
.993
.029
TLS-15 (5-factor)
Unadjusted
304.33
85
.000
138.98
.000
.976
.970
.066
.96 c
Adjusted
.994
.993
.033
TLS-18 (6-factor)
Unadjusted
504.62
129
.000
193.67
.000
.965
.958
.070
.97 c
Adjusted
.994
.993
.029
WGC
Unadjusted
5.78
2
.056
3.03
.220
.998
.994
.057
.93
JS-WE
Unadjusted
45.51
8
.000
25.66
.001
.990
.982
.089
.97 d
Adjusted
.995
.991
.061
.81/.84
GSE
Unadjusted
28.62
9
.001
19.48
.021
.990
.983
.061
.88
Adjusted
.994
.991
.045
SL-7
Unadjusted
37.22
14
.001
27.38
.017
.989
.983
.053
.89/.90
Adjusted
.994
.990
.040
LMX-7
Unadjusted
42.25
14
.000
31.32
.005
.993
.990
.059
.96
Adjusted
.996
.994
.046
OCS
Unadjusted
193.09
14
.000
40.68
.000
.934
.901
.148
.92
Adjusted
.990
.985
.057
Note. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS (version 23) using a maximum likelihood
estimator. B-S = Bolen-Stine (p-value from 5,000 bootstraps); rxx = reliability coefficient(s) for alpha and omega,
but, as indicated in note b below, when they were equal, only one coefficient is provided. Only fit indices are
adjusted. N = 587: 86 U.S.A. and 79 U.K. Observational and 422 U.K. Experimental Cases
a
The χ2 was computed from the p-value derived from the Bollen-Stine bootstrapping procedure in AMOS using
Walker and Smith’s (2016) SPSS syntax. It is in that sense that the χ 2 is adjusted.
b
Reliability was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega. Only if the two were different are
both listed (alpha/omega).
c
Calculated using the sums of items for each factor rather than the individual items.
d
That is, the reliabilities for the individual scales, JS and WE respectively, was .97/.97 and .81/.84 (alpha/omega).
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Table D64 Descriptive Statistics for Scale Items for the 587 Holdout Cases by Experimental and Observational Groups
Descriptive Statistics for Scale Items for the 587 Holdout Cases by Experimental and Observational Groups
422 U.K Experimental Cases
165 U.S.A. and U.K. Observational Cases
Skewness
Kurtosis
Skewness
Kurtosis
Variable Mean SD Statistic
SE
Statistic
SE Mean SD Statistic
SE
Statistic
SE
SP-1
4.05 2.06
-0.02
0.12
-1.42
0.24 2.47 1.59
1.12
0.19
0.51
0.38
SP-2
3.63 2.03
0.21
0.12
-1.41
0.24 2.16 1.49
1.62
0.19
2.13
0.38
SP-3
4.07 2.15
-0.02
0.12
-1.51
0.24 2.35 1.38
1.35
0.19
1.74
0.38
AS-4
3.90 1.91
0.09
0.12
-1.28
0.24 2.45 1.52
1.16
0.19
0.48
0.38
AS-5
3.37 2.17
0.34
0.12
-1.42
0.24 1.75 1.26
2.36
0.19
5.94
0.38
AS-6
3.62 2.03
0.22
0.12
-1.37
0.24 2.13 1.41
1.83
0.19
3.38
0.38
U-7
4.07 2.05
-0.05
0.12
-1.41
0.24 2.56 1.54
1.20
0.19
1.02
0.38
U-8
3.36 2.10
0.32
0.12
-1.41
0.24 1.72 1.26
2.40
0.19
6.05
0.38
U-9
4.23 1.92
-0.16
0.12
-1.32
0.24 3.15 1.70
0.42
0.19
-1.05
0.38
N-10
4.21 2.06
-0.14
0.12
-1.41
0.24 2.73 1.67
0.92
0.19
-0.11
0.38
N-11
4.63 1.96
-0.33
0.12
-1.23
0.24 3.39 1.63
0.19
0.19
-0.96
0.38
N-12
4.21 1.92
-0.16
0.12
-1.21
0.24 3.28 1.52
0.35
0.19
-0.56
0.38
AL-13
4.16 1.82
-0.16
0.12
-1.21
0.24 3.04 1.58
0.52
0.19
-0.50
0.38
AL-14
3.64 1.84
0.17
0.12
-1.22
0.24 2.33 1.31
1.10
0.19
1.10
0.38
AL-15
4.22 1.79
-0.12
0.12
-1.17
0.24 3.24 1.59
0.61
0.19
-0.58
0.38
MI-1
3.79 2.01
0.12
0.12
-1.33
0.24 2.55 1.62
1.15
0.19
0.52
0.38
MI-2
3.27 1.71
0.49
0.12
-0.81
0.24 2.31 1.25
1.28
0.19
1.38
0.38
MI-3
3.75 2.03
0.24
0.12
-1.41
0.24 2.40 1.36
1.15
0.19
0.93
0.38
SL7-1
4.85 1.45
-0.79
0.12
0.03
0.24 5.22 1.37
-1.05
0.19
1.09
0.38
SL7-2
3.37 1.81
0.17
0.12
-1.24
0.24 4.48 1.66
-0.33
0.19
-0.74
0.38
SL7-3
3.74 2.21
0.03
0.12
-1.57
0.24 4.88 1.80
-0.72
0.19
-0.52
0.38
SL7-4
3.54 1.67
0.13
0.12
-0.91
0.24 4.47 1.57
-0.23
0.19
-0.55
0.38
SL7-5
3.25 1.79
0.37
0.12
-0.92
0.24 4.31 1.50
-0.31
0.19
-0.28
0.38
SL7-6
4.35 1.87
-0.37
0.12
-1.17
0.24 5.48 1.32
-1.31
0.19
1.74
0.38
SL7-7
4.32 1.88
-0.22
0.12
-1.17
0.24 5.29 1.69
-0.98
0.19
0.07
0.38
WGC-1
5.46 1.23
-1.05
0.12
1.11
0.24 5.85 1.07
-1.36
0.19
2.68
0.38
WGC-2
5.65 1.11
-1.26
0.12
2.12
0.24 6.01 1.00
-1.40
0.19
3.48
0.38
WGC-3
5.60 1.18
-0.99
0.12
0.73
0.24 6.03 1.03
-1.50
0.19
3.98
0.38
WGC-4
5.36 1.22
-0.90
0.12
0.49
0.24 5.92 0.98
-0.90
0.19
1.07
0.38
OCS-1
4.68 1.54
-0.65
0.12
-0.45
0.24 5.45 1.27
-1.07
0.19
1.42
0.38
OCS-2
4.96 1.51
-0.69
0.12
-0.25
0.24 5.68 1.24
-0.84
0.19
0.52
0.38
OCS-3
4.70 1.43
-0.56
0.12
-0.41
0.24 5.31 1.18
-0.51
0.19
0.22
0.38
OCS-4
4.83 1.42
-0.75
0.12
0.01
0.24 5.45 1.28
-1.08
0.19
1.19
0.38
OCS-5
4.33 1.62
-0.40
0.12
-0.77
0.24 5.22 1.44
-1.00
0.19
0.72
0.38
OCS-6
4.95 1.38
-0.71
0.12
-0.08
0.24 5.53 1.16
-1.03
0.19
1.65
0.38
OCS-7
4.59 1.52
-0.50
0.12
-0.53
0.24 5.36 1.41
-0.98
0.19
0.62
0.38
LMX7-1
3.36 1.28
-0.44
0.12
-0.84
0.24 4.13 0.92
-1.22
0.19
1.53
0.38
LMX7-2
3.09 1.38
0.00
0.12
-1.35
0.24 3.97 1.03
-0.69
0.19
-0.38
0.38
LMX7-3
3.04 1.32
-0.14
0.12
-1.17
0.24 3.89 0.99
-0.82
0.19
0.36
0.38
LMX7-4
3.16 1.15
0.00
0.12
-0.99
0.24 3.95 0.95
-0.84
0.19
0.47
0.38
LMX7-5
2.40 1.15
0.35
0.12
-0.82
0.24 3.33 1.12
-0.18
0.19
-0.49
0.38
LMX7-6
3.07 1.31
-0.16
0.12
-1.16
0.24 3.92 0.96
-1.17
0.19
1.74
0.38
LMX7-7
3.20 1.15
-0.13
0.12
-0.84
0.24 4.03 0.90
-0.97
0.19
1.13
0.38
GSE-1
4.48 1.15
-0.31
0.12
0.08
0.24 4.70 1.19
-0.09
0.19
-0.26
0.38
GSE-2
5.06 1.24
-0.88
0.12
0.69
0.24 5.52 1.12
-0.95
0.19
1.08
0.38
GSE-3
5.47 1.08
-1.17
0.12
2.38
0.24 5.60 1.06
-0.83
0.19
0.96
0.38
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GSE-4
5.48 1.04
-1.12
0.12
2.21
0.24 5.61 0.98
-0.58
0.19
0.72
GSE-5
5.41 1.12
-0.92
0.12
0.83
0.24 5.64 1.09
-0.93
0.19
1.19
GSE-6
5.45 1.01
-0.92
0.12
1.35
0.24 5.67 1.04
-0.91
0.19
1.27
JS-1
4.72 1.76
-0.67
0.12
-0.63
0.24 5.59 1.35
-1.13
0.19
1.12
JS-2
4.48 1.75
-0.48
0.12
-0.93
0.24 5.44 1.42
-1.08
0.19
0.66
JS-3
4.55 1.75
-0.55
0.12
-0.81
0.24 5.46 1.35
-1.00
0.19
0.76
WE-1
5.14 1.40
-1.18
0.12
1.19
0.24 5.59 1.08
-1.31
0.19
3.35
WE-2
4.63 1.73
-0.53
0.12
-0.74
0.24 5.22 1.47
-0.85
0.19
0.30
WE-3
4.60 1.73
-0.47
0.12
-0.78
0.24 4.95 1.57
-0.73
0.19
-0.09
Note. The 165 observational cases consist of 86 U.S.A. and 79 U.K. cases. Most observational cases were for
participants rating nontoxic leaders.

0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
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Table D65 Means, SDs, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Means, SDs, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 412 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Scale
Mean SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17 18
1 JS
4.39 1.90
-2 WE
4.54 1.56 .877** -3 TLS-5
3.97 1.82 -.599** -.546** -4 TLS-6
3.95 1.82 -.605** -.547** .991** -5 TLS-15
3.92 1.72 -.620** -.569** .980** .979** -6 TLS-18
3.85 1.71 -.622** -.570** .977** .982** .996** -7 GSE
5.26 1.16 .452** .526** -.333** -.330** -.349** -.352** -8 SL7
4.01 1.60 .657** .603** -.865** -.861** -.870** -.873** .368** -9 LMX
3.15 1.17 .684** .642** -.868** -.868** -.878** -.885** .435** .886** -10 OCS
4.66 1.43 .689** .623** -.526** -.520** -.532** -.538** .435** .561** .592** -11 WGC
5.34 1.29 .520** .481** -.448** -.448** -.456** -.467** .397** .454** .481** .677** -12 SL7-TLS
0.09 3.22 .659** .605** -.956** -.953** -.969** -.969** .370** .965** .912** .564** .471** -13 TLS15 x GSE
19.89 9.36 -.357** -.261** .798** .800** .809** .804** .234** -.672** -.645** -.296** -.231** -.768** -14 SL7-TLS x GSE 1.85 17.54 .612** .549** -.935** -.933** -.946** -.946** .273** .938** .886** .534** .437** .974** -.842** -15 SL7 x GSE
21.73 10.90 .678** .659** -.819** -.814** -.828** -.831** .641** .932** .872** .605** .505** .908** -.496** .886** -16 GSE x OCS
25.21 10.77 .694** .674** -.530** -.525** -.540** -.546** .747** .563** .623** .900** .651** .570** -.141** .531** .733** -17 Follower's Sex
0.52 0.50 -.099* -.127** 0.006 0.003 0.009 0.006 -.146** -0.027 -0.028 -0.097 -0.059 -0.018 -0.076 -0.002 -0.069 -.144** -18 Leader Type
0.50 0.50 -.594** -.534** .887** .893** .896** .902** -.339** -.856** -.845** -.509** -.425** -.907** .712** -.884** -.811** -.520** 0.005 -**
Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Table D66 Means, SD, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 422 U.K. Experimental Cases
Means, SDs, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 422 U.K. Experimental Cases
Scale
Mean SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17 18
1 JS
4.58 1.70 -2 WE
4.79 1.38 .867** -3 TLS-5
4.06 1.76 -.594** -.551** -4 TLS-6
4.02 1.72 -.589** -.555** .991** -5 TLS-15
3.96 1.69 -.596** -.553** .978** .979** -6 TLS-18
3.90 1.65 -.596** -.556** .976** .982** .997** -7 GSE
5.23 0.86 .374** .418** -.267** -.267** -.272** -.269** -8 SL7
3.92 1.41 .634** .573** -.841** -.834** -.828** -.831** .278** -9 LMX
3.05 1.11 .675** .645** -.861** -.862** -.871** -.876** .353** .861** -10 OCS
4.72 1.20 .567** .526** -.479** -.472** -.460** -.471** .344** .507** .542** -11 WGC
5.52 1.08 .471** .447** -.345** -.344** -.351** -.358** .370** .367** .411** .602** -12 SL7-TLS
-0.04 2.97 .641** .587** -.957** -.954** -.964** -.963** .287** .948** .905** .503** .375** -13 TLS15 x GSE 20.29 8.95 -.444** -.380** .888** .889** .904** .904** .136** -.735** -.741** -.336** -.202** -.865** -14 SL7-TLS x GSE 0.52 16.09 .621** .564** -.947** -.944** -.949** -.951** .249** .939** .889** .498** .360** .988** -.889** -15 SL7 x GSE
20.81 9.12 .659** .622** -.800** -.794** -.788** -.791** .573** .937** .842** .549** .437** .895** -.587** .893** -16 GSE x OCS
25.02 8.54 .604** .591** -.492** -.485** -.476** -.483** .707** .515** .575** .895** .596** .516** -.208** .504** .685** -17 Follower's Sex 0.51 0.50 0.031 -0.021 -0.001 -0.007 -0.002 -0.005 -0.065 0.011 -0.021 -0.013 0.021 0.006 -0.025 0.006 -0.014 -0.039 -18 Leader Type
0.50 0.50 -.579** -.535** .896** .894** .904** .908** -.256** -.832** -.862** -.464** -.339** -.910** .806** -.889** -.779** -.468** 0.005 -**
Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Table D67 Means, SDs, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 165 U.S.A. and U.K. Observational Cases
Means, SDs, and Correlations Among Major Variables in the 165 U.S.A. and U.K. Observational Cases
Scale
Mean SD
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17 18
1 JS
5.50 1.32
-2 WE
5.25 1.18 .846** -3 TLS-5
2.62 1.13 -.506** -.447** -4 TLS-6
2.61 1.13 -.486** -.438** .982** -5 TLS-15
2.58 1.05 -.497** -.446** .948** .948** -6 TLS-18
2.56 1.03 -.505** -.454** .948** .958** .995** -7 GSE
5.46 0.88 .580** .686** -.390** -.373** -.379** -.389** -8 SL7
4.88 1.12 .639** .592** -.682** -.693** -.702** -.722** .564** -9 LMX
3.89 0.83 .684** .644** -.760** -.755** -.786** -.797** .588** .832** -10 OCS
5.43 1.04 .696** .688** -.567** -.568** -.570** -.584** .626** .721** .709** -11 WGC
5.95 0.93 .664** .672** -.571** -.555** -.582** -.585** .541** .636** .720** .724** -12 SL7-TLS
2.30 2.00 .619** .565** -.879** -.885** -.917** -.925** .514** .928** .878** .702** .661** -13 TLS15 x GSE 13.75 5.18 -.236** -0.133 .814** .822** .865** .856** 0.088 -.458** -.536** -.291** -.337** -.710** -14 SL7-TLS x GSE 13.43 11.48 .639** .606** -.848** -.850** -.871** -.881** .605** .921** .873** .719** .668** .972** -.659** -15 SL7 x GSE
27.18 8.96 .683** .700** -.616** -.614** -.616** -.635** .826** .916** .809** .753** .662** .835** -.267** .901** -16 GSE x OCS
30.21 9.07 .706** .756** -.527** -.517** -.518** -.532** .880** .712** .715** .906** .697** .670** -0.137 .750** .882** -17 Follower's Sex 0.45 0.50 0.044 0.015 0.124 0.116 0.079 0.081 0.014 0.082 -0.009 0.008 0.001 0.005 0.083 0.017 0.070 0.020 -18 Leader Type
0.08 0.28 -.447** -.380** .688** .708** .738** .741** -.312** -.606** -.646** -.512** -.420** -.726** .576** -.646** -.495** -.427** 0.075 -**
Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Table D68 Accuracies of TLS and SL-7 in Identifying Toxic and Nontoxic Leaders Using Raw Scores
Accuracies of TLS and SL-7 in Identifying Toxic and Nontoxic Leaders Using Raw Scores
TLS-5
TLS-6
TLS-15
TLS-18
SL-7
SL7-TLS
Ld
LL
M
UL
LL
M
UL
LL
M
UL
LL
M
UL
LL
M
UL
LL
M
UL
Tx
.942
.963
.979
.937
.958
.977
.953
.967
.981
.956
.972
.988
.912
.937
.961
.961
.974
.988
NTx
.944
.958
.972
.946
.965
.981
.955
.969
.981
.962
.978
.988
.900
.926
.951
.965
.977
.988
Note. Ld = Perceived leader type; Tx = Toxic; NTx = Nontoxic; M = Mean (i.e., proportion correct). The lower and upper levels (LL and UL) are based on
1,000 BCa bootstrapped samples with a 95% confidence level. N = 1,001: Toxic = 430; Nontoxic = 571. For all scales except the SL7-TLS, an (average) score
greater than 4 was classified as toxic; those less than or equal to 4 (with 4 being neutral) was classified as nontoxic. For the SL7-TLS, 0 was the cut-score.
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Appendix E

Supplementary Figures

Supplementary Figures
Figure E1 U.S.A and U.K. Experimental Cases: Stacked Barcharts of the Distributions of Major Variables by Perceived Leader Type
Stacked Barcharts of the Distributions of Major Variables, Including the Subdimensions of Toxic Leadership, by
Perceived Leader Type for the Experimental Cases in the USA and UK
U.S.A.
U.K.
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LMX_Av by Follower's Perception of Leader
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Note. The U.S.A. data contained 414 cases, and the U.K. data contained 422 cases. All subjects reported having a
history of serving under both a perceived toxic and nontoxic leader, and therefore each subject was randomly
assigned to rate his or her most recent leader of one of the two types. The dashed line in the center of each chart
indicates the neutral score, typically, Neither Agree Nor Disagree. Higher scores indicate a greater level of
agreement with the items on a scale. Note that the y-axis maximum, that is, the score counts, may change from
chart to chart. Av = Averaged score; SP = Self-Promotion; AS = Abusive Supervision; Un = Unpredictability;
Nar = Narcissism; AL = Authoritarian Leadership; MI = Managerial Incompetence.

Figure E2 U.S.A and U.K. Experimental Cases: Stacked Barcharts of the Distributions of Major Variables by Perceived Leader Type and Follower Sex
Stacked Barcharts of the Distributions of Major Variables by Perceived Leader Type and Follower Sex for the
USA and UK Experimental Groups
U.S.A.
U.K.
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Note. The U.S.A. data contained 414 cases, and the U.K. data contained 422 cases. All subjects reported having a
history of serving under both a perceived toxic and nontoxic leader, and therefore each subject was randomly
assigned to rate his or her most recent leader of one of the two types. Higher scores indicate a greater level of
agreement with the items on a scale. Note that the y-axis maximum, that is, the score counts, may change from
chart to chart. Av = Averaged score; SP = Self-Promotion; AS = Abusive Supervision; Un = Unpredictability;
Nar = Narcissism; AL = Authoritarian Leadership; MI = Managerial Incompetence.

Figure E3 Distributions of the TLS-15 Scale and MI Subscale for Perceived Toxic and Nontoxic Leaders
Distributions of the TLS-15 Scale and MI Subscale for Perceived Toxic and Nontoxic Leaders

Note. The distributions are based on the summed scores of all items associated with the TLS-15 (left) scale and
the MI subscale (right). Note the y-axis counts differ for each distribution.
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Figure E4 TLS-5 and TLS-6 Path Diagrams with Standardized Regression Weights
TLS-5 and TLS-6 Path Diagrams with Standardized Regression Weights

Note. Models were created using AMOS (version 23). N = 412. AVE for the 5- and 6-item scales was .73 and .71,
respectively. All standardized loadings were significant at the p < .001 level.
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Figure E5 TLS-15 and TLS-18 Path Diagrams with Standardized Regression Weights
TLS-15 and TLS-18 Path Diagrams with Standardized Regression Weights

Note. N = 414. All standardized weights were significant at the p < .001 level.
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Figure E6 Path Diagrams and Standardized Regression Weights for Scales Using the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
Path Diagrams and Standardized Regression Weights for Scales Using the 414 U.S.A. Experimental Cases
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Figure E7 Path Diagrams and Standardized Regression Weights for Scales Using the 587 Holdout Cases
Path Diagrams and Standardized Regression Weights for Scales Using the 587 Holdout Cases
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Note. The path diagrams here were developed on the 587 holdout cases, that is, the 422 U.K. experimental and the
165 U.S.A. and U.K. observational cases.

